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Abraham   Lincoln 

Photogravure  from  the  Original  Photograph  taken 
by  Brady  at  the  time  of  the  Cooper  Institute 
Speech,  i860. 
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The  Greatness  of  Lincoln/ 

THERE  are  subjects  upon  which  nothing 
new  can  be  said,  but  which  still  arouse 
the  fervor  awakened  at  their  first 
enunciation.  If  the  song  was  true  when  it 
started  on  its  journey  it  will  be  sung  as  long  as 
human  hearts  vibrate  and  tongues  retain  the  gift 
of  speech.  It  will  be  lisped  by  those  who  are 
tottering  on  toward  the  end,  and  echoed  by  those 
whose  hearts  are  filled  with  the  promise  and  the 
glow  of  youth.  If  the  product  was  genuine 
when  it  passed  from  the  Creator's  hand  it  will 
neither  be  dimmed  by  age  nor  cheapened  by 
familiarity:  for  honor  is  not  decreased  by  con- 
tact, and  truth  is  never  out  of  tune. 

If  none  of  the  old  stories  are  ever  to  be  re-told, 
many  a  noble  inspiration  must  be  lost,  and  many 
a  tender  chord  must  remain  untouched. 

This  is  the  age,  I  know,  when  the  search  is  at 
its  height  for  the  new  and  marvelous,  and  in  this 
eagerness  the  primeval  forests  are  swept  away, 
the  bowels  of  the  earth  are  punctured,  and  even 

'  An    address   delivered   before  the   Republican  Club   of  New 
York  City,  February  12,  1903. 
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on  the  remotest  sea  the  observant  eye  detects  the 
flutter  of  a  sail.  The  watchword  is  energy,  the 
goal  is  success,  but  in  the  fever  of  modern  enter- 
prise a  moment's  rest  can  do  no  harm.  We  must 
not  only  acquire,  we  must  retain.  We  must  not 
only  learn,  we  must  remember.  The  newest  is 
not  always  the  best.  The  date  or  lustre  of  the 
coin  does  not  determine  its  metal.  The  sub- 
stance may  be  plain  and  unobtrusive,  and  still  be 
gold.  Whoever  chooses  without  a  proper  test 
may  die  both  a  pauper  and  a  fool.  The  paint- 
ings of  recent  times  have  evoked  the  praise  of 
critics,  and  yet  thousands  still  pay  their  homage 
to  an  older  genius.  Modern  literature  is  ablaze 
with  beauty  and  with  power,  and  yet  millions 
are  still  going  to  one  old  and  thumbworn  text 
for  their  final  consolation. 

Remembering  the  force  of  these  examples,  it 
will  be  profitable  sometimes  to  step  one  side  for 
the  serious  contemplation  of  rugged,  lasting 
qualities  in  whatever  age  or  garb  they  have  ap- 
peared. The  hero  of  an  hour  will  pass  as 
quickly  as  he  came.  The  flashlight  will  dazzle 
and  blind,  but  when  the  eyes  are  rubbed  the  im- 
pression has  passed  away,  but  the  landscape  that 
comes  slowly  into  view  with  the  rising  sun, 
growing  more  resplendent  and  distinct  with  his 
ascending  power,  and  fading  gently  from  the 
vision  at  the  approach  of  night,  will  remain  in 
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the  mind  forever  to  illuminate,  to  strengthen  and 
to  cheer.  And  men  are  like  impressions. 
There  are  more  examples  of  the  flashlight  kind 
than  there  are  fireflies  on  a  summer's  night,  but 
there  is  no  nobler  representative  of  the  endur- 
ing and  immortal  than  he  in  whose  name  this 
event  is  celebrated/  Whoever  imparts  a  new 
view  of  his  character  must  tell  it  to  the  newborn, 
to  whom  all  things  are  new,  for  to  the  intelligent 
and  mature  his  name  and  virtues  have  been  long 
familiar.  His  was  the  power  that  commanded 
admiration  and  the  humanity  that  invited  love; 
mild  but  inflexible,  just  but  merciful,  great  but 
simple,  he  possessed  a  head  that  commanded 
men  and  a  heart  that  attracted  babes.  His  con- 
science was  strong  enough  to  bear  continual  use. 
It  was  not  alone  for  public  occasions  nor  great 
emergencies.  It  was  never  a  capital,  but  al- 
ways a  chart.  It  was  never  his  servant,  to  be 
dismissed  at  will,  but  his  companion  to  be  al- 
ways at  his  side.  It  was  with  him,  but  never 
behind  him,  for  he  knew  that  a  pursuing  con- 
science is  an  accuser,  and  not  a  guide,  and  brings 
remorse  instead  of  comfort. 

He  wore  the  crown  of  power  with  justice, 
reason  and  mercy,  and  faced  defeat  with  humil- 
ity and  courage. 

His  greatness  did  not  depend  upon  his  title, 

*  Lincoln's  birthday. 
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for  greatness  was  his  when  the  title  was  bestowed. 
He  leaned  upon  no  fiction  of  nobility,  and  kissed 
no  hand  to  obtain  his  rank,  but  the  stamp  of 
nobility  and  power  which  he  wore  was  conferred 
upon  him  in  that  log  hut  in  Kentucky,  that  day 
in  1809,  when  he  and  Nancy  Hanks  were  first 
seen  there  together,  and  it  was  conferred  by  a 
power  which,  unlike  earthly  potentates,  never 
confers  a  title  without  a  character  that  will 
adorn  it.  When  we  understand  the  tremendous 
advantages  of  a  humble  birth,  when  we  realize 
that  the  privations  of  youth  are  the  pillars  of 
strength  to  maturer  years,  then  we  shall  cease 
to  wonder  that  out  of  such  obscure  surroundings 
as  watched  the  coming  of  Abraham  Lincoln 
should  spring  the  colossal  and  supreme  figure 
of  modern  history. 

Groves  are  better  than  temples,  fields  are  bet- 
ter than  gorgeous  carpetings,  rail  fences  are  bet- 
ter than  lines  of  kneeling  slaves,  and  the  winds 
are  better  than  music  if  you  are  raising  heroes 
and  founding  governments. 

Those  who  understand  these  things  and  have 
felt  the  heart  of  nature  beat  will  not  wonder  that 
this  man  could  stand  the  shock  and  fury  of  war, 
and  yet  maintain  that  calm  serenity  which 
enabled  him  to  hear  above  the  roar  of  the  storm 
that  enveloped  him,  the  low,  smothered  cry  that 
demanded  the  freedom  of  a  race. 
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If  you  look  for  attributes  that  dazzle  and  be- 
wilder you  must  seek  them  elsewhere  than  in 
the  character  of  Abraham  Lincoln.  It  was  not 
by  show  or  glitter  or  by  sound  that  the  great 
moments  of  history  were  marked  and  the  great 
deeds  of  mankind  were  wrought.  The  color 
counts  for  nothing;  it  is  the  fibre  alone  that  lasts. 
The  precept  will  be  forgotten  unless  the  deed 
is  remembered.  The  wildest  strains  of  martial 
music  will  pass  away  on  the  wind,  while  the 
grim  and  deadly  courage  of  the  soldier,  mdving 
and  acting  without  a  word,  will  mark  the  spot 
where  pilgrims  of  every  race  will  linger  and 
worship  forever. 

No  character  in  the  world  more  clearly  saw 
the  worth  of  substance  and  the  mockery  of  show, 
and  no  career  ever  set  in  such  everlasting  light 
and  doctrine,  that  although  vanity  and  pretense 
may  flourish  for  a  day,  there  can  be  no  lasting 
triumph  not  founded  on  the  truth. 

The  life  of  Lincoln  moved  upon  that  high, 
consistent  plane  which  the  surroundings  of  his 
youth  inspired.  Poverty  is  a  hard  but  often- 
times a  loving  nurse.  If  fortune  denies  the  lux- 
uries of  wealth,  she  makes  generous  compensa- 
tion in  that  greater  love  which  they  alone  can 
know  who  have  faced  privations  together.  The 
child  may  shiver  in  the  fury  of  the  blast  which 
no  maternal  tenderness  can  shield  him  from,  but 
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he  may  feel  a  helpless  tear  drop  upon  his  cheek 
which  will  keep  him  warm  till  the  snows  of  time 
have  covered  his  hair.  It  is  not  wealth  that 
counts  in  the  making  of  the  world,  but  character. 
And  character  is  best  formed  amid  those  sur- 
roundings where  every  waking  hour  is  filled 
with  struggle,  where  no  flag  of  truce  is  ever  sent, 
and  only  darkness  stays  the  conflict.  Give  me 
the  hut  that  is  small  enough,  the  poverty  that  is 
deep  enough,  the  love  that  is  great  enough,  and 
I  will  raise  from  them  the  best  there  is  in  human 
character. 

This  lad,  uncouth  and  poor,  without  aid  or  ac- 
cidental circumstance,  rising  as  steadily  as  the 
sun,  marked  a  path  across  the  sky  so  luminous 
and  clear  that  there  is  not  one  to  mate  it  to  be 
discovered  in  the  heavens,  and  throughout  its 
whole  majestic  length  there  is  no  spot  or  blem- 
ish in  it. 

The  love  of  justice  and  fair  play,  and  that 
respect  for  order  and  the  law,  which  must  un- 
derlie every  nation  that  would  long  endure,  were 
deeply  embedded  in  his  nature.  These  I  know 
are  qualities  destitute  of  show  and  whose  names 
are  never  set  to  music,  but  unless  there  is  in  the 
people's  heart  a  deep  sense  of  their  everlasting 
value,  that  people  will  neither  command  respect 
in  times  of  their  prosperity  nor  sympathy  in  the 
hour  of  their  decay.    These  are  the  qualities  that 
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stand  the  test  when  hurricanes  sweep  by.  These 
are  the  joints  of  oak  that  ride  the  storm  and  when 
the  clouds  have  melted  and  the  waves  are  still, 
move  on  serenely  in  their  course.  Times  will 
come  when  nothing  but  the  best  can  save  us. 
Without  warning  and  without  cause,  out  of  a 
clear  and  smiling  sky  may  descend  the  bolt  that 
will  scatter  the  weaker  qualities  to  the  winds. 
We  have  seen  that  bolt  descend.  There  is  dan- 
ger at  such  a  time.  The  hurricane  will  pass  like 
the  rushing  of  the  sea.  Then  is  the  time  to  de- 
termine whether  governments  can  stand  amid 
such  perilous  surroundings. 

The  American  character  has  been  often 
proved  superior  to  any  test.  No  danger  can  be 
so  great  and  no  calamity  so  sudden  as  to  throw 
it  ofif  its  guard.  This  great  strength  in  times  of 
trial,  and  this  self-restraint  in  times  of  wild  ex- 
citement have  been  attained  by  years  of  train- 
ing, precept  and  experience.  Justice  has  so 
often  emerged  triumphant  from  obstacles  which 
seemed  to  chain  her  limbs  and  make  the  right- 
eous path  impossible,  that  there  is  now  rooted 
in  the  American  heart,  the  faith  that  no  mat- 
ter how  dark  the  night,  there  will  somehow 
break  through  at  the  appointed  hour,  a  light 
which  shall  reveal  to  eager  eyes  the  upright 
forms  of  Justice  and  the  law,  still  moving  hand 
in  hand,  still  supreme  over  chaos  and  despair. 
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the  image  and  the  substance  of  the  world's  sub- 
lime reliance. 

I  should  not  try,  if  all  the  time  were  mine, 
to  present  Lincoln  as  an  orator,  a  lawyer,  a 
statesman  or  a  politician.  His  name  and  his 
performances  in  the  lines  which  he  pursued 
have  been  cut  into  the  rock  of  American  history 
with  the  deepest  chisel  yet  made  use  of  on  this 
continent. 

But  it  is  not  by  the  grandeur  of  his  powers 
that  he  has  most  appealed  to  me,  but  rather  by 
those  softer,  homelier  traits  that  bring  him  down 
to  a  closer  and  more  affectionate  view. 

The  mountain  that  crowds  its  summit  to  the 
clouds  is  never  so  magnificent  to  the  observer  on 
the  plain  below,  as  when  by  some  clear  and 
kindly  light  its  smaller  outlines  are  revealed. 

And  Lincoln  was  never  more  imposing  than 
when  the  milder  attributes  of  his  nature  were 
exposed.  He  was  genuine;  he  was  affectionate; 
and  after  all  is  said  and  the  end  is  reached,  what 
is  there  without  these  two?  You  may  measure 
the  heights  and  sound  the  depths;  you  may  gain 
the  great  rewards  of  power  and  renown;  you 
may  quiver  under  the  electric  current  of  applause 
— the  time  will  come  when  these  will  fall  from 
you  like  the  rags  that  cover  your  body.  The 
robes  of  power  and  the  husks  of  pretense  will 
alike  be  stripped  away,  and  you  must  stand  at 
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the  end  as  you  stood  at  the  beginning,  revealed. 
Under  such  a  test  Abraham  Lincoln  might  stand 
erect,  for  no  man  loved  the  humbler,  nobler 
traits  more  earnestly  than  he.  Whatever  he  pre- 
tended to  be,  he  was;  genuine  and  sincere,  he 
did  not  need  embellishment. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  world  which  needs 
so  little  decoration  or  which  can  so  well  afiford 
to  spurn  it  altogether  as  the  absolutely  genuine. 
Imitations  are  likely  to  be  exposed  unless  care- 
fully ornamented.  Too  much  embellishment 
generally  covers  a  blemish  in  the  construction. 
It  therefore  happens  that  the  first  rate  invariably 
rejects  adornment  and  the  second  rate  invariably 
puts  it  on. 

The  difference  between  the  two  can  be  dis- 
covered at  short  range,  and  safety  from  exposure 
lies  only  in  imperfect  examination.  If  the  vis- 
ion is  clear  and  the  inspection  careful,  there  is 
no  chance  for  the  sham  ever  to  be  taken  for  the 
genuine,  and  that  is  why  it  happens  that  among 
all  the  forms  of  activity  in  this  very  active  age, 
no  struggle  is  more  sharp  than  that  of  the  first 
rate  to  be  found  out  and  of  the  second  not  to  be. 
It  is  easier  to  conceal  what  a  thing  is  than  to 
prove  it  to  be  what  it  is  not.  One  requires  only 
concealment,  the  other  demonstration.  Sooner 
or  later  the  truth  will  appear.  Some  time  the 
decorations  will  fall  off,  and  then  the  blemish 
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will  appear  greater  because  of  the  surprise  at 
finding  it. 

None  have  less  to  fear  from  such  a  test  than 
Abraham  Lincoln,  and  his  strength  in  that  re- 
gard arose,  it  seems  to  me,  from  the  preservation 
through  all  his  life  of  that  fondness  for  his  early 
home,  of  the  tender  recollections  of  his  family 
and  their  struggles,  which  kept  his  sympathy  al- 
ways warm  and  young.  He  was  never  so  great 
but  that  the  ties  of  his  youth  still  bound  him. 
He  was  never  so  far  away  but  that  he  could  still 
hear  the  note  of  the  evening  bird  in  the  groves 
of  his  nativity. 

They  say  the  tides  of  the  ocean  ebb  and  flow 
by  a  force  which,  though  remote,  always  retains 
its  power.  And  so  with  this  man,  whether  he 
rose  or  fell ;  whether  he  stood  in  that  giant-like 
repose  that  distinguished  him  among  his  fellow- 
men,  or  exercised  those  unequaled  powers, 
which,  to  my  mind,  made  him  the  foremost 
figure  of  the  world,  yet  he  always  felt  the  ten- 
der and  invisible  chord  that  chained  him  to  his 
native  rock.  In  whatever  field  he  stood  he  felt 
the  benign  and  sobering  influences  of  his  early 
recollections.  They  were  the  rock  to  which  he 
clung  in  storms,  the  anchor  which  kept  his  head 
to  the  wind,  the  balm  which  sustained  him  in 
defeat  and  ennobled  him  in  the  hour  of  triumph. 

I  shall  not  say  he  had  his  faults,  for  is  there 
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any  hope  that  man  will  pass  through  this  vale 
of  tears  without  them?  Is  there  any  danger  that 
his  fellowmen  will  fail  to  detect  and  proclaim 
them?  He  was  not  small  in  anything.  He  was 
carved  in  deep  lines,  like  all  herotc  figures,  for 
dangerous  altitudes  and  great  purposes.  And 
as  we  move  away  from  him,  and  years  and 
events  pass  between  us,  his  form  will  still  be  vis- 
ible and  distinct,  for  such  characters  built  upon 
courage  and  faith,  and  that  affection  which  is 
the  seed  of  both,  are  not  the  plaything,  but  the 
masters  of  time. 

How  long  the  names  of  men  will  last  no  hu- 
man foresight  can  discover,  but  I  believe  that 
even  against  the  havoc  and  confusion  in  which 
so  many  names  go  down,  the  fame  of  Lincoln 
will  stand  as  immovable  and  as  long  as  the  pyra- 
mids against  the  rustle  of  the  Egyptian  winds. 


Lincoln/ 

By  Paul  Laurence  Dunbar 

Hurt  was  the  Nation  with  a  mighty  wound, 

And  all  her  ways  were  filled  with  clam'rous  sound. 

Walled  loud  the  South  with  unremitting  grief, 

And  wept  the  North  that  could  not  find  relief. 

Then  madness  joined  its  harshest  tone  to  strife: 

A  minor  note  swelled  in  the  song  of  life 

Till,  stirring  with  the  love  that  filled  his  breast, 

But  still,  unflinching  at  the  Right's  behest 

Grave  Lincoln  came,  strong-handed,  from  afar, — 

The  mighty  Homer  of  the  lyre  of  war! 

'Twas  he  who  bade  the  raging  tempest  cease, 

Wrenched  from  his  strings  the  harmony  of  peace, 

Muted  the  strings  that  made  the  discord, —  Wrong, 

And  gave  his  spirit  up  in  thund'rous  song. 

Oh,  mighty  Master  of  the  mighty  lyre ! 

Earth  heard  and  trembled  at  thy  strains  of  fire: 

Earth  learned  of  thee  what  Heav'n  already  knew. 

And  wrote  thee  down  among  her  treasured  few! 

'  From    "  The    Memory   of   Lincoln,"   copyrighted,    1899,   by 
Small,  Maynard  and  Co. 
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Third  Joint  Debate,  at  Jonesboro,  Illinois, 

September  15,   1858. 
Mr.  Douglas's  Opening  Speech. 

LADIES  AND  GENTLEMEN:  I  ap- 
pear before  you  to-day  in  pursuance  of 
a  previous  notice,  and  have  made  ar- 
rangements with  Mr.  Lincoln  to  divide  time, 
and  discuss  with  him  the  leading  political  topics 
that  now  agitate  the  country. 

Prior  to  1854  this  country  was  divided  into 
two  great  political  parties  known  as  Whig  and 
Democratic.  These  parties  differed  from  each 
other  on  certain  questions  which  were  then 
deemed  to  be  important  to  the  best  interests  of 
the  republic.  Whigs  and  Democrats  differed 
about  a  bank,  the  tariff,  distribution,  the  specie 
circular,  and  the  subtreasury.  On  those  issues 
we  went  before  the  country,  and  discussed  the 
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principles,  objects,  and  measures  of  the  two  great 
parties.     Each  of  the  parties  could  proclaim  its 
principles  in  Louisiana  as  well  as  in  Massachu- 
setts, in  Kentucky  as  well  as  in  Illinois.     Since 
that  period,  a  great  revolution  has  taken  place 
in  the  formation  of  parties,  by  which  they  now 
seem  to  be  divided  by  a  geographical  line,  a 
large  party  in  the  North  being  arrayed  under 
the  Abolition  or  Republican  banner,  in  hostility 
to  the  Southern  States,   Southern  people,   and 
Southern    institutions.     It    becomes    important 
for  us  to  inquire  how  this  transformation  of  par- 
ties has  occurred,  made  from  those  of  national 
principles   to  geographical   factions.     You   re- 
member that  in  1850 — this  country  was  agitated 
from  its  center  to  its  circumference  about  this 
slavery  question — it  became  necessary  for  the 
leaders  of  the  great  Whig  party  and  the  leaders 
of  the  great  Democratic  party  to  postpone  for 
the   time  being  their  particular  disputes,   and 
unite  first  to  save  the  Union  before  they  should 
quarrel  as  to  the  mode  in  which  it  was  to  be 
governed.     During   the    Congress   of    1849-50, 
Henry  Clay  was  the  leader  of  the  Union  men, 
supported  by  Cass  and  Webster,  and  the  leaders 
of  the  Democracy  and  the  leaders  of  the  Whigs, 
in    opposition    to    Northern    Abolitionists    or 
Southern   Disunionists.     The   great   contest  of 
1850  resulted  in  the  establishment  of  the  com- 


'^^:>^rzA 


3vm  th/i  an^in/zJ.  ptuj^tinj  dn'  Chaz^eZ.  irt  the  possession  of  ike  puhhsyij^-s 


.Idlmsoii.Fiy  &  Co.  Pul 


.•;Yor-k.. 


i 


1858]  Speech  at  Jonesboro  3 

promise  measures  of  that  year,  which  measures 
rested  on  the  great  principle  that  the  people  of 
each  State  and  each  Territory  of  this  Union 
ought  to  be  permitted  to  regulate  their  own 
domestic  institutions  in  their  own  way,  subject 
to  no  other  limitation  than  that  which  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution  imposes. 

I  now  wish  to  ask  you  whether  that  principle 
was  right  or  wrong  which  guaranteed  to  every 
State  and  every  community  the  right  to  form 
and  regulate  their  domestic  institutions  to  suit 
themselves.  These  measures  were  adopted,  as 
I  have  previously  said,  by  the  joint  action  of 
the  Union  Whigs  and  Union  Democrats  in  op- 
position to  Northern  Abolitionists  and  South- 
ern Disunionists.  In  1858,  when  the  Whig  par- 
ty assembled  at  Baltimore  in  national  conven- 
tion for  the  last  time,  they  adopted  the  princi- 
ple of  the  compromise  measures  of  1850  as  their 
rule  of  party  action  in  the  future.  One  month 
thereafter  the  Democrats  assembled  at  the  same 
place  to  nominate  a  candidate  for  the  presi- 
dency, and  declared  the  same  great  principle 
as  the  rule  of  action  by  which  the  Democracy 
would  be  governed.  The  presidential  election 
of  1852  was  fought  on  that  basis.  It  is  true  that 
the  Whigs  claimed  special  merit  for  the  adop- 
tion of  those  measures,  because  they  asserted 
that  their  great  Clay  originated  them,  their  god- 
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like  Webster  defended  them,  and  their  Fillmore 
signed  the  bill  making  them  the  law  of  the  land; 
but  on  the  other  hand,  the  Democrats  claimed 
special  credit  for  the  Democracy  upon  the 
ground  that  we  gave  twice  as  many  votes  in  both 
houses  of  Congress  for  the  passage  of  these  meas- 
ures as  the  Whig  party. 

Thus  you  see  that  in  the  presidential  election 
of  1852  the  Whigs  were  pledged  by  their  plat- 
form and  their  candidate  to  the  principle  of  the 
compromise  measures  of  1850,  and  the  Democ- 
racy were  likewise  pledged  by  our  principles, 
our  platform,  and  our  candidate  to  the  same  line 
of  policy,  to  preserve  peace  and  quiet  between 
the  different  sections  of  this  Union.  Since  that 
period  the  Whig  party  has  been  transformed 
into  a  sectional  party,  under  the  name  of  the 
Republican  party,  whilst  the  Democratic  party 
continues  the  same  national  party  it  was  at  that 
day. 

All  sectional  men,  all  men  of  Abolition  senti- 
ments and  principles,  no  matter  whether  they 
were  old  Abolitionists  or  had  been  Whigs  or 
Democrats,  rally  under  the  sectional  Repub- 
lican banner,  and  consequently  all  national  men, 
all  Union-loving  men,  whether  Whigs,  Demo- 
crats, or  by  whatever  name  they  have  been 
known,  ought  to  rally  under  the  Stars  and 
Stripes  in  defense  of   the  Constitution  as  our 
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fathers  made  it,  and  of  the  Union  as  it  has  ex- 
isted under  the  Constitution. 

How  has  this  departure  from  the  faith  of  the 
Democracy  and  the  faith  of  the  Whig  party 
been  accomplished?  In  1854,  certain  restless, 
ambitious,  and  disappointed  politicians  through- 
out the  land  took  advantage  of  the  temporary 
excitement  created  by  the  Nebraska  bill  to  try 
and  dissolve  the  Old  Whig  party  and  the  old 
Democratic  party,  to  Abolitionize  their  mem- 
bers, and  lead  them,  bound  hand  and  foot,  cap- 
tives into  the  Abolition  camp.  In  the  State  of 
New  York  a  convention  was  held  by  some  of 
these  men,  and  a  platform  adopted,  every  plank 
of  which  was  as  black  as  night,  each  one  relating 
to  the  negro,  and  not  one  referring  to  the  inter- 
ests of  the  white  man.  That  example  was  fol- 
lowed throughout  the  Northern  States,  the  ef- 
fort being  made  to  combine  all  the  free  States 
in  hostile  array  against  the  slave  States.  The 
men  who  thus  thought  that  they  could  build  up 
a  great  sectional  party,  and  through  its  organi- 
zation control  the  political  destinies  of  this  coun- 
try, based  all  their  hopes  on  the  single  fact  that 
the  North  was  the  stronger  division  of  the  na- 
tion, and  hence,  if  the  North  could  be  combined 
against  the  South,  a  sure  victory  awaited  their 
efforts.  I  am  doing  no  more  than  justice  to  the 
truth  of  history  when  I  say  that  in  this  State 
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Abraham  Lincoln,  on  behalf  of  the  Whigs,  and 
Lyman  Trumbull,  on  behalf  of  the  Democrats, 
were  the  leaders  who  undertook  to  perform  this 
grand  scheme  of  Abolitionizing  the  two  parties 
to  which  they  belonged.  They  had  a  private 
arrangement  as  to  what  should  be  the  political 
destiny  of  each  of  the  contracting  parties  before 
they  went  into  the  operation.  The  arrangement 
was  that  Mr.  Lincoln  was  to  take  the  old-line 
Whigs  with  him,  claiming  that  he  was  still  as 
good  a  Whig  as  ever,  over  to  the  Abolitionists, 
and  Mr.  Trumbull  was  to  run  for  Congress  in 
the  Belleville  district,  and,  claiming  to  be  a 
good  Democrat,  coax  the  old  Democrats  into 
the  Abolition  camp,  and  when,  by  the  joint  ef- 
forts of  the  Abolitionized  Whigs,  the  Abolition- 
ized  Democrats,  and  the  old-line  Abolition  and 
Free-soil  party  of  this  State,  they  should  secure 
a  majority  in  the  legislature,  Lincoln  was  then 
to  be  made  United  States  senator  in  Shields's 
place,  Trumbull  remaining  in  Congress  until  I 
should  be  accommodating  enough  to  die  or  re- 
sign, and  give  him  a  chance  to  follow  Lincoln. 
That  was  a  very  nice  little  bargain  so  far  as 
Lincoln  and  Trumbull  were  concerned,  if  it 
had  been  carried  out  in  good  faith,  and  friend 
Lincoln  had  attained  to  senatorial  dignity  ac- 
cording to  contract.  They  went  into  the  con- 
te3t  in  every  part  of  the  State,  calling  upon  all 
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disappointed  politicians  to  join  in  the  crusade 
against  the  Democracy,  and  appealed  to  the  pre- 
vailing sentiments  and  prejudices  in  all  the 
northern  counties  of  the  State.  In  three  con- 
gressional districts  in  the  north  end  of  the  State 
they  adopted,  as  the  platform  of  this  new  party 
thus  formed  by  Lincoln  and  Trumbull  in  con- 
nection with  the  Abolitionists,  all  of  those  prin- 
ciples which  aimed  at  a  warfare  on  the  part  of 
the  North  against  the  South.  They  declared  in 
that  platform  that  the  Wilmot  proviso  was  to  be 
applied  to  all  the  Territories  of  the  United 
States,  North  as  well  as  South  of  36  degrees 
30  minutes,  and  not  only  to  all  the  territory  we 
then  had,  but  all  that  we  might  hereafter  ac- 
quire; that  hereafter  no  more  slave  States  should 
be  admitted  into  this  Union,  even  if  the  people 
of  such  States  desired  slavery;  that  the  fugitive- 
slave  law  should  be  absolutely  and  uncondition- 
ally repealed;  that  slavery  should  be  abolished 
in  the  District  of  Columbia;  that  the  slave-trade 
should  be  abolished  between  the  different  States, 
and,  in  fact,  every  article  in  their  creed  related 
to  this  slavery  question,  and  pointed  to  a  North- 
ern geographical  party  in  hostility  to  the  South- 
ern States  of  this  Union. 

Such  were  their  principles  in  northern  Illi- 
nois. A  little  further  south  they  became 
bleached  and  grew  paler  just  in  proportion  as 
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public  sentiment  moderated  and  changed  in  this 
direction.  There  were  Republicans  or  Aboli- 
tionists in  the  North,  anti-Nebraska  men  down 
about  Springfield,  and  in  this  neighborhood 
they  contented  themselves  with  talking  about 
the  inexpediency  of  the  repeal  of  the  Missouri 
Compromise.  In  the  extreme  northern  coun- 
ties they  brought  out  men  to  canvass  the  State 
whose  complexion  suited  their  political  creed, 
and  hence  Fred  Douglass,  the  negro,  was  to  be 
found  there,  following  General  Cass,  and  at- 
tempting to  speak  on  behalf  of  Lincoln,  Trum- 
bull, and  Abolitionism,  against  that  illustrious 
senator.  Why,  they  brought  Fred  Douglass  to 
Freeport,  when  I  was  addressing  a  meeting 
there,  in  a  carriage  driven  by  the  white  owner, 
the  negro  sitting  inside  with  the  white  lady  and 
her  daughter.  When  I  got  through  canvassing 
the  northern  counties  that  year,  and  progressed 
as  far  south  as  Springfield,  I  was  met  and  op- 
posed in  discussion  by  Lincoln,  Lovejoy,  Trum- 
bull, and  Sidney  Breese,  who  were  on  one  side. 
Father  Giddings,  the  high  priest  of  Abolition- 
ism, had  just  been  there,  and  Chase  came  about 
the  time  I  left.  ["Why  didn't  you  shoot 
him?"]  I  did  take  a  running  shot  at  them,  but 
as  I  was  single-handed  against  the  white,  black, 
and  mixed  drove,  I  had  to  use  a  shot-gun  and 
fire  into  the  crowd  instead  of  taking  them  off 
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singly  with  a  rifle.  Trumbull  had  for  his  lieu- 
tenants in  aiding  him  to  Abolitionize  the  De- 
mocracy, such  men  as  John  Wentworth  of  Chi- 
cago, Governor  Reynolds  of  Belleville,  Sidney 
Breese  of  Carlisle,  and  John  Dougherty  of 
Union,  each  of  whom  modified  his  opinions  to 
suit  the  locality  he  was  in.  Dougherty,  for  in- 
stance, would  not  go  much  further  than  to  talk 
about  the  inexpediency  of  the  Nebraska  bill, 
whilst  his  allies  at  Chicago  advocated  negro 
citizenship  and  negro  equality,  putting  the 
white  man  and  the  negro  on  the  same  basis  un- 
der the  law.  Now  these  men,  four  years  ago, 
were  engaged  in  a  conspiracy  to  break  down  the 
Democracy;  to-day  they  are  again  acting  to- 
gether for  the  same  purpose!  They  do  not  hoist 
the  same  flag;  they  do  not  own  the  same  princi- 
ples, or  profess  the  same  faith;  but  conceal  their 
union  for  the  sake  of  policy. 

In  the  northern  counties  you  find  that  all  the 
conventions  are  called  in  the  name  of  the  Black 
Republican  party;  at  Springfield  they  dare  not 
call  a  Republican  convention,  but  invite  all  the 
enemies  of  the  Democracy  to  unite,  and  when 
they  get  down  into  Egypt,  Trumbull  issues 
notices  calling  upon  the  "Free  Democracy"  to 
assemble  and  hear  him  speak.  I  have  one  of  the 
hand-bills  calling  a  Trumbull  meeting  at  Water- 
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loo  the  other  day,  which  I  received  there,  which 
is  in  the  following  language: 

A  meeting  of  the  Free  Democracy  will  take  place 
in  Waterloo,  on  Monday,  Sept.  13th  inst.,  whereat 
Hon.  Lyman  Trumbull,  Hon.  Jehu  Baker,  and  others 
will  address  the  people  upon  the  different  political 
topics  of  the  day.  Members  of  all  parties  are  cor- 
dially invited  to  be  present  and  hear  and  determine 
for  themselves. 

The  Monroe  Free  Democracy. 

What  is  that  name  of  "Free  Democrats"  put 
forth  for  unless  to  deceive  the  people,  and  make 
them  believe  that  Trumbull  and  his  followers 
are  not  the  same  party  as  that  which  raises  the 
black  flag  of  Abolitionism  in  the  northern  part 
of  this  State,  and  makes  war  upon  the  Demo- 
cratic party  throughout  the  State.  When  I  put 
that  question  to  them  at  Waterloo  on  Saturday 
last,  one  of  them  rose  and  stated  that  they  had 
changed  their  name  for  political  effect  in  order 
to  get  votes.  There  was  a  candid  admission. 
Their  object  in  changing  their  party  organiza- 
tion and  principles  in  different  localities  was 
avowed  to  be  an  attempt  to  cheat  and  deceive 
some  portion  of  the  people  until  after  the  elec- 
tion. Why  cannot  a  political  party  that  is  con- 
scious of  the  rectitude  of  its  purposes  and  the 
soundness  of  its  principles  declare  them  every- 
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where  alike?  I  would  disdain  to  hold  any  po- 
litical principles  that  I  could  not  avow  in  the 
same  terms  in  Kentucky  that  I  declared  in  Illi- 
nois, in  Charleston  as  well  as  in  Chicago,  in 
New  Orleans  as  well  as  in  New  York.  So  long 
as  we  live  under  a  constitution  common  to  all 
the  States,  our  political  faith  ought  to  be  as 
broad,  as  liberal,  and  just  as  that  constitution 
itself,  and  should  be  proclaimed  alike  in  every 
portion  of  the  Union.  But  it  is  apparent  that 
our  opponents  find  it  necessary,  for  partizan 
effect,  to  change  their  colors  in  different  coun- 
ties in  order  to  catch  the  popular  breeze,  and 
hope  with  these  discordant  materials  combined 
together  to  secure  a  majority  in  the  legislature 
for  the  purpose  of  putting  down  the  Democratic 
party.  This  combination  did  succeed  in  1854 
so  far  as  to  elect  a  majority  of  their  confeder- 
ates to  the  legislature,  and  the  first  important 
act  which  they  performed  was  to  elect  a  senator 
in  the  place  of  the  eminent  and  gallant  Senator 
Shields.  His  term  expired  in  the  United  States 
Senate  at  that  time,  and  he  had  to  be  crushed 
by  the  Abolition  coalition  for  the  simple  reason 
that  he  would  not  join  in  their  conspiracy  to 
wage  war  against  one  half  of  the  Union.  That 
was  the  only  objection  to  General  Shields.  He 
had  served  the  people  of  the  State  with  ability 
in  the  legislature,  he  had  served  you  with  fidel- 
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ity  and  ability  as  auditor,  he  had  performed 
his  duties  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  whole  coun- 
try at  the  head  of  the  Land  Department  at 
Washington,  he  had  covered  the  State  and  the 
Union  with  immortal  glory  on  the  bloody  fields 
of  Mexico  in  defense  of  the  honor  of  our  flag, 
and  yet  he  had  to  be  stricken  down  by  this  un- 
holy combination.  And  for  what  cause? 
Merely  because  he  would  not  join  a  combination 
of  one  half  of  the  States  to  make  war  upon  the 
other  half,  after  having  poured  out  his  hearths 
blood  for  all  the  States  in  the  Union.  Trum- 
bull was  put  in  his  place  by  Abolitionism. 
How  did  Trumbull  get  there? 

Before  the  Abolitionists  would  consent  to  go 
into  an  election  for  United  States  senator,  they 
required  all  the  members  of  this  new  combina- 
tion to  show  their  hands  upon  this  question  of 
Abolitionism.  Lovejoy,  one  of  their  high 
priests,  brought  in  resolutions  defining  the  Abol- 
ition creed,  and  required  them  to  commit  them- 
selves on  it  by  their  votes — yea  or  nay.  In  that 
creed  as  laid  down  by  Lovejoy,  they  declared 
first,  that  the  Wilmot  proviso  must  be  put  on  all 
the  Territories  of  the  United  States,  north  as 
well  as  south  of  36  degrees  30  minutes,  and  that 
no  more  territory  should  ever  be  acquired  unless 
slavery  was  at  first  prohibited  therein;  second, 
that  no  more  States  should  ever  be  received  into 
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the  Union  unless  slavery  was  first  prohibited,  by 
constitutional  provision,  in  such  States;  third, 
that  the  fugitive-slave  law  must  be  immediately 
repealed,  or,  failing  in  that,  then  such  amend- 
ments were  to  be  made  to  it  as  would  render  it 
useless  and  inefficient  for  the  objects  for  which 
it  was  passed,  etc.  The  next  day  after  these 
resolutions  were  offered  they  were  voted  upon, 
part  of  them  carried,  and  the  others  defeated, 
the  same  men  who  voted  for  them,  with  only  two 
exceptions,  voting  soon  after  for  Abraham  Lin- 
coln as  their  candidate  for  the  United  States 
Senate.  He  came  within  one  or  two  votes  of 
being  elected,  but  he  could  not  quite  get  the 
number  required,  for  the  simple  reason  that  his 
friend  Trumbull,  who  was  a  party  to  the  bar- 
gain by  which  Lincoln  was  to  take  Shield's 
place,  controlled  a  few  Abolitionized  Demo- 
crats in  the  legislature,  and  would  not  allow 
them  all  to  vote  for  him,  thus  wronging  Lin- 
coln by  permitting  him  on  each  ballot  to  be 
almost  elected,  but  not  quite,  until  he  forced 
them  to  drop  Lincoln  and  elect  him  (Trum- 
bull), in  order  to  unite  the  party.  Thus  you 
find  that  although  the  legislature  was  carried 
that  year  by  the  bargain  between  Trumbull, 
Lincoln,  and  the  Abolitionists,  and  the  union  of 
these  discordant  elements  in  one  harmonious 
party,  yet  Trumbull  violated  his  pledge,   and 
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played  a  Yankee  trick  on  Lincoln  when  they 
came  to  divide  the  spoils.  Perhaps  you  would 
like  a  little  evidence  on  this  point.  If  you 
would,  I  will  call  Colonel  James  H.  Matheny 
of  Springfield,  to  the  stand,  Mr.  Lincoln's 
especial  confidential  friend  for  the  last  twenty 
years,  and  see  what  he  will  say  upon  the  subject 
of  this  bargain.  Matheny  is  now  the  Black  Re- 
publican or  Abolition  candidate  for  Congress 
in  the  Springfield  district  against  the  gallant 
Colonel  Harris,  and  is  making  speeches  all  over 
that  part  of  the  State  against  me  and  in  favor  of 
Lincoln,  in  concert  with  Trumbull.  He  ought 
to  be  a  good  witness,  and  I  will  read  an  extract 
from  a  speech  which  he  made  in  1856,  when  he 
was  mad  because  his  friend  Lincoln  had  been 
cheated.  It  is  one  of  numerous  speeches  of  the 
same  tenor  that  were  made  about  that  time,  ex- 
posing this  bargain  between  Lincoln,  Trumbull, 
and  the  Abolitionists.     Matheny  then  said: 

The  Whigs,  Abolitionists,  Know-nothings,  and 
renegade  Democrats  made  a  solemn  compact  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  this  State  against  the  Democracy, 
on  this  plan:  First,  that  they  would  all  combine  and 
elect  Mr.  Trumbull  to  Congress,  and  thereby  carry 
his  district  for  the  legislature,  in  order  to  throw  all 
the  strength  that  could  be  obtained  into  that  body 
against  the  Democrats;  second,  that  when  the  legis- 
lature should  meet,  the  officers  of  that  body,  such  as 
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speaker,  clerks,  doorkeepers,  etc.,  would  be  given  to 
the  Abolitionists;  and  third,  that  the  Whigs  were  to 
have  the  United  States  senator.  That,  accordingly, 
in  good  faith,  Trumbull  was  elected  to  Congress,  and 
his  district  carried  for  the  legislature,  and,  when  it 
convened,  the  Abolitionists  got  all  the  officers  of  that 
body,  and  thus  far  the  "  bond  "  was  fairly  executed. 
The  Whigs,  on  their  part,  demanded  the  election  of 
Abraham  Lincoln  to  the  United  States  Senate,  that 
the  bond  might  be  fulfilled,  the  other  parties  to  the 
contract  having  already  secured  to  themselves  all  that 
was  called  for.  But,  in  the  most  perfidious  manner, 
they  refused  to  elect  Mr.  Lincoln;  and  the  mean, 
low-lived,  sneaking  Trumbull  succeeded,  by  pledging 
all  that  was  required  by  any  party,  in  thrusting  Lin- 
coln aside  and  foisting  himself,  an  excrescence  from 
the  rotten  bowels  of  the  Democracy,  into  the  United 
States  Senate;  and  thus  it  has  ever  been,  that  an 
honest  man  makes  a  bad  bargain  when  he  conspires 
or  contracts  with  rogues. 

Matheny  thought  his  friend  Lincoln  made  a 
bad  bargain  when  he  conspired  and  contracted 
w^ith  such  rogues  as  Trumbull  and  his  Abolition 
associates  in  that  campaign.  Lincoln  was 
shoved  off  the  track,  and  he  and  his  friends  all 
at  once  began  to  mope;  became  sour  and  mad, 
and  disposed  to  tell,  but  dare  not;  and  thus  they 
stood  for  a  long  time,  until  the  Abolitionists 
coaxed  and  flattered  him  back  by  their  assur- 
ances that  he  should  certainly  be  a  senator  in 
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Douglas's  place.  In  that  way  the  Abolitionists 
have  been  able  to  hold  Lincoln  to  the  alliance 
up  to  this  time,  and  now  they  have  brought  him 
into  a  fight  against  me,  and  he  is  to  see  if  he 
is  again  to  be  cheated  by  them.  Lincoln  this 
time,  though,  required  more  of  them  than  a 
promise,  and  holds  their  bond,  if  not  security, 
that  Lovejoy  shall  not  cheat  him  as  Trumbull 
did. 

When  the  Republican  convention  assembled 
at  Springfield  in  June  last,  for  the  purpose  of 
nominating  State  officers  only,  the  Abolitionists 
could  not  get  Lincoln  and  his  friends  into  it 
until  they  would  pledge  themselves  that  Lincoln 
should  be  their  candidate  for  the  Senate;  and 
you  will  find,  in  proof  of  this,  that  that  conven- 
tion passed  a  resolution  unanimously  declaring 
that  Abraham  Lincoln  was  the  "first,  last,  and 
only  choice"  of  the  Republicans  for  United 
States  senator.  He  was  not  willing  to  have  it 
understood  that  he  was  merely  their  first  choice, 
or  their  last  choice,  but  their  only  choice.  The 
Black  Republican  party  had  nobody  else. 
Browning  was  nowhere;  Governor  Bissell  was 
of  no  account;  Archie  Williams  was  not  to  be 
taken  into  consideration;  John  Wentworth  was 
not  worth  mentioning;  John  M.  Palmer  was 
degraded;  and  their  party  presented  the  extra- 
ordinary spectacle  of  having  but  one — the  first, 


1858]         Speech  at  Jonesboro  17 

the  last,  and  only  choice  for  the  Senate.  Sup- 
pose that  Lincoln  should  die,  what  a  horrible 
condition  the  Republican  party  would  be  in! 
They  would  have  nobody  left.  They  have  no 
other  choice,  and  it  was  necessary  for  them  to 
put  themselves  before  the  world  in  this  ludi- 
crous, ridiculous  attitude  of  having  no  other 
choice  in  order  to  quiet  Lincoln's  suspicions, 
and  assure  him  that  he  was  not  to  be  cheated 
by  Lovejoy,  and  the  trickery  by  which  Trum- 
bull out-generaled  him.  Well,  gentlemen,  I 
think  they  will  have  a  nice  time  of  it  before 
they  get  through.  I  do  not  intend  to  give  them 
any  chance  to  cheat  Lincoln  at  all  this  time.  I 
intend  to  relieve  him  of  all  anxiety  upon  that 
subject,  and  spare  them  the  mortification  of 
more  exposures  of  contracts  violated,  and  the 
pledged  honor  of  rogues  forfeited. 

But  I  wish  to  invite  your  attention  to  the 
chief  points  at  issue  between  Mr.  Lincoln  and 
myself  in  this  discussion.  Mr.  Lincoln,  know- 
ing that  he  was  to  be  the  candidate  of  his  party 
on  account  of  the  arrangement  of  which  I  have 
already  spoken,  knowing  that  he  was  to  receive 
the  nomination  of  the  convention  for  the  United 
States  Senate,  had  his  speech,  accepting  that 
nomination,  all  written  and  committed  to  mem- 
ory, ready  to  be  delivered  the  moment  the  nomi- 
nation was  announced.     Accordingly  when   it 
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was  made  he  was  in  readiness  and  delivered  his 
speech,  a  portion  of  which  I  will  read  in  order 
that  I  may  state  his  political  principles  fairly, 
by  repeating  them  in  his  own  language: 

We  are  now  far  into  the  fifth  year  since  a  policy 
was  instituted  for  the  avowed  object,  and  with  the 
confident  promise  of  putting  an  end  to  slavery  agita- 
tion; under  the  operation  of  that  policy,  that  agita- 
tion has  not  only  not  ceased,  but  has  constantly  aug- 
mented. I  believe  it  will  not  cease  until  a  crisis  shall 
have  been  reached  and  passed.  "  A  house  divided 
against  itself  cannot  stand."  I  believe  this  govern- 
ment cannot  endure  permanently  half  slave  and  half 
free.  I  do  not  expect  the  Union  to  be  dissolved  —  I 
do  not  expect  the  house  to  fall  —  but  I  do  expect  it 
will  cease  to  be  divided.  It  will  become  all  one  thing 
or  all  the  other.  Either  the  opponents  of  slavery  will 
arrest  the  spread  of  it,  and  place  it  where  the  public 
mind  shall  rest  in  the  belief  that  it  is  in  the  course  of 
ultimate  extinction,  or  its  advocates  will  push  it  for- 
ward until  it  shall  become  alike  lawful  in  all  the 
States,  North  as  well  as  South. 

There  you  have  Mr.  Lincoln's  first  and  main 
proposition,  upon  which  he  bases  his  claims, 
stated  in  his  own  language.  He  tells  you  that 
this  republic  cannot  endure  permanently  di- 
vided into  slave  and  free  States,  as  our  fathers 
made  it.  He  says  that  they  must  all  become 
free  or  all  become  slave,  that  they  must  all  be 
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one  thing  or  all  be  the  other,  or  this  government 
cannot  last.  Why  can  it  not  last,  if  we  will  exe- 
cute the  government  in  the  same  spirit  and  upon 
the  same  principles  upon  which  it  is  founded? 
Lincoln,  by  his  proposition,  says  to  the  South, 
"If  you  desire  to  maintain  your  institutions  as 
they  are  now,  you  must  not  be  satisfied  with 
minding  your  own  business,  but  you  must  invade 
Illinois  and  all  the  other  Northern  States,  es- 
tablish slavery  in  them,  and  make  it  universal"; 
and  in  the  same  language  he  says  to  the  North, 
"You  must  not  be  content  with  regulating  your 
own  affairs,  and  minding  your  own  business,  but 
if  you  desire  to  maintain  your  freedom,  you  must 
invade  the  Southern  States,  abolish  slavery  there 
and  everywhere,  in  order  to  have  the  States  all 
one  thing  or  all  the  other."  I  say  that  this  is 
the  inevitable  and  irresistible  result  of  Mr.  Lin- 
coln's argument,  inviting  a  warfare  between  the 
North  and  the  South,  to  be  carried  on  with  ruth- 
less vengeance,  until  the  one  section  or  the  other 
shall  be  driven  to  the  wall,  and  become  the  vic- 
tim of  the  rapacity  of  the  other.  What  good 
would  follow  such  a  system  of  warfare?  Sup- 
pose the  North  should  succeed  in  conquering 
the  South,  how  much  would  she  be  the  gainer? 
or  suppose  the  South  should  conquer  the  North, 
could  the  Union  be  preserved  in  that  way?  Is 
this   sectional   warfare   to   be   waged   between 
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Northern  States  and  Southern  States  until  they 
all  shall  become  uniform  in  their  local  and  do- 
mestic institutions  merely  because  Mr.  Lincoln 
says  that  a  house  divided  against  itself  cannot 
stand,  and  pretends  that  this  scriptural  quota- 
tion, this  language  of  our  Lord  and  Master,  is 
applicable  to  the  American  Union  and  the 
American  Constitution?  Washington  and  his 
compeers,  in  the  convention  that  framed  the 
Constitution,  made  this  government  divided  into 
free  and  slave  States.  It  was  composed  then  of 
thirteen  sovereign  and  independent  States,  each 
having  sovereign  authority  over  its  local  and 
domestic  institutions,  and  all  bound  together  by 
the  Federal  Constitution.  Mr.  Lincoln  likens 
that  bond  of  the  Federal  Constitution,  joining 
free  and  slave  States  together,  to  a  house  divided 
against  itself,  and  says  that  it  is  contrary  to  the 
law  of  God  and  cannot  stand.  When  did  he 
learn,  and  by  what  authority  does  he  proclaim, 
that  this  government  is  contrary  to  the  law  of 
God  and  cannot  stand?  It  has  stood  thus  di- 
vided into  free  and  slave  States  from  its  organi- 
zation up  to  this  day. 

During  that  period  we  have  increased  from 
four  millions  to  thirty  millions  of  people;  we 
have  extended  our  territory  from  the  Missis- 
sippi to  the  Pacific  ocean;  we  have  acquired  the 
Floridas  and  Texas,   and  other  territory  suffi- 
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cient  to  double  our  geographical  extent;  we 
have  increased  in  population,  in  wealth,  and  itt 
power  beyond  any  example  on  earth;  we  have 
risen  from  a  weak  and  feeble  power  to  become 
the  terror  and  admiration  of  the  civilized  world; 
and  all  this  has  been  done  under  a  Constitution 
which  Mr.  Lincoln,  in  substance,  says  is  in  vio- 
lation of  the  law  of  God,  and  under  a  Union 
divided  into  free  and  slave  States,  which  Mr. 
Lincoln  thinks,  because  of  such  division,  can- 
not stand. 

Surely  Mr.  Lincoln  is  a  wiser  man  than  those 
who  framed"*the  government.  Washington  did 
not  believe,  nor  did  his  compatriots,  that  the 
local  laws  and  domestic  institutions  that  were 
well  adapted  to  the  Green  Mountains  of  Ver- 
mont were  suited  to  the  rice  plantations  of 
South  Carolina;  they  did  not  believe  at  that  day 
that  in  a  republic  so  broad  and  expanded  as  this, 
containing  such  a  variety  of  climate,  soil,  and 
interest,  uniformity  in  the  local  laws  and  domes- 
tic institutions  was  either  desirable  or  possible. 
They  believed  then,  as  our  experience  has 
proved  to  us  now,  that  each  locality,  having 
different  interests,  a  different  climate,  and  dif- 
ferent surroundings,  required  different  local 
laws,  local  policy,  and  local  institutions,  adapted 
to  the  wants  of  that  locality.  Thus  our  govern- 
ment was  formed  on  the  principle  of  diversity 
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in  the  local  institutions  and  laws,  and  not  on 
that  of  uniformity. 

As  my  time  flies,  I  can  only  glance  at  these 
points  and  not  present  them  as  fully  as  I  would 
wish,  because  I  desire  to  bring  all  the  points  in 
controversy  between  the  two  parties  before  you 
in  order  to  have  Mr.  Lincoln's  reply.  He 
makes  war  on  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  the  case  known  as  the  Dred  Scott  case. 
I  wish  to  say  to  you,  fellow-citizens,  that  I  have 
no  war  to  make  on  that  decision,  or  any  other 
ever  rendered  by  the  Supreme  Court.  I  am 
content  to  take  that  decision  as  it  stands  deliv- 
ered by  the  highest  judicial  tribunal  on  earth, 
a  tribunal  established  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  for  that  purpose,  and  hence  that 
decision  becomes  the  law  of  the  land,  binding 
on  you,  on  me,  and  on  every  other  good  citizen, 
whether  we  like  it  or  not.  Hence  I  do  not 
choose  to  go  into  an  argument  to  prove,  before 
this  audience,  whether  or  not  Chief  Justice 
Taney  understood  the  law  better  than  Abraham 
Lincoln. 

Mr.  Lincoln  objects  to  that  decision,  first  and 
mainly  because  it  deprives  the  negro  of  the 
rights  of  citizenship.  I  am  as  much  opposed 
to  his  reason  for  that  objection  as  I  am  to  the 
objection  itself.  I  hold  that  a  negro  is  not  and 
never  ought  to  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. 
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I  hold  that  this  government  was  made  on  the 
white  basis,  by  white  men  for  the  benefit  of 
white  men  and  their  posterity  forever,  and 
should  be  administered  by  white  men,  and  none 
others.  I  do  not  believe  that  the  Almighty 
made  the  negro  capable  of  self-government.  I 
am  aware  that  all  the  Abolition  lecturers  that 
you  find  traveling  about  through  the  country, 
are  in  the  habit  of  reading  the  Declaration  of 
Independence  to  prove  that  all  men  were  created 
equal  and  endowed  by  their  Creator  with  cer- 
tain inalienable  rights,  among  which  are  life, 
liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness.  Mr.  Lin- 
coln is  very  much  in  the  habit  of  following  in 
the  track  of  Lovejoy  in  this  particular,  by  read- 
ing that  part  of  the  Declaration  of  Independ- 
ence to  prove  that  the  negro  was  endowed  by 
the  Almighty  with  the  inalienable  right  of 
equality  with  white  men.  Now,  I  say  to  you, 
my  fellow-citizens,  that  in  my  opinion  the  sign- 
ers of  the  Declaration  had  no  reference  to  the 
negro  whatever,  when  they  declared  all  men  to 
be  created  equal.  They  desired  to  express  by 
that  phrase  white  men,  men  of  European  birth 
and  European  descent,  and  had  no  reference 
either  to  the  negro,  the  savage  Indians,  the  Fee- 
jee,  the  Malay,  or  any  other  inferior  and  de- 
graded race,  when  they  spoke  of  the  equality  of 
men.     One  great  evidence  that  such  was  their 
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understanding,  is  to  be  found  in  the  fact  that 
at  that  time  every  one  of  the  thirteen  colonies 
was  a  slaveholding  colony,  every  signer  of  the 
Declaration  represented  a  slaveholding  constit- 
uency, and  we  know  that  no  one  of  them  emanci- 
pated his  slaves,  much  less  ofifered  citizenship 
to  them,  when  they  signed  the  Declaration;  and 
yet,  if  they  intended  to  declare  that  the  negro 
was  the  equal  of  the  white  man,  and  entitled  by 
divine  right  to  an  equality  with  him,  they  were 
bound,  as  honest  men,  that  day  and  hour  to  have 
put  their  negroes  on  an  equality  with  them- 
selves. Instead  of  doing  so,  with  uplifted  eyes 
to  heaven  they  implored  the  divine  blessing 
upon  them,  during  the  seven  years'  bloody  war 
they  had  to  fight  to  maintain  that  Declaration, 
never  dreaming  that  they  were  violating  divine 
law  by  still  holding  the  negroes  in  bondage  and 
depriving  them  of  equality. 

My  friends,  I  am  in  favor  of  preserving  this 
government  as  our  fathers  made  it.  It  does  not 
follow  by  any  means  that  because  a  negro  is  not 
your  equal  or  mine,  that  hence  he  must  neces- 
sarily be  a  slave.  On  the  contrary,  it  does  fol- 
low that  we  ought  to  extend  to  the  negro  every 
right,  every  privilege,  every  immunity  which  he 
is  capable  of  enjoying,  consistent  with  the  good 
of  society.  When  you  ask  me  what  hese  rights 
are,  what  their  nature  and  extent  is,  I  tell  you 
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that  that  is  a  question  which  each  State  of  this 
Union  must  decide  for  itself.  Illinois  has  al- 
ready decided  the  question.  We  have  decided 
that  the  negro  must  not  be  a  slave  within  our 
limits;  but  we  have  also  decided  that  the  negro 
shall  not  be  a  citizen  within  our  limits;  that  he 
shall  not  vote,  hold  office,  or  exercise  any  politi- 
cal rights.  I  maintain  that  Illinois,  as  a  sover- 
eign State,  has  a  right  thus  to  fix  her  policy  with 
reference  to  the  relation  between  the  white  man 
and  the  negro;  but  while  we  had  that  right  to 
decide  the  question  for  ourselves,  we  must  recog- 
nize the  same  right  in  Kentucky  and  in  every 
other  State  to  make  the  same  decision,  or  a  dif- 
ferent one.  Having  decided  our  own  policy 
with  reference  to  the  black  race,  we  must  leave 
Kentucky  and  Missouri  and  every  other  State 
perfectly  free  to  make  just  such  a  decision  as 
they  see  proper  on  that  question. 

Kentucky  has  decided  that  question  for  her- 
self. She  has  said  that  within  her  limits  a  negro 
shall  not  exercise  any  political  rights,  and  she 
has  also  said  that  a  portion  of  the  negroes  under 
the  laws  of  that  State  shall  be  slaves.  She  had 
as  much  right  to  adopt  that  as  her  policy  as  we 
had  to  adopt  the  contrary  for  our  policy.  New 
York  has  decided  that  in  that  State  a  negro  may 
vote  if  he  has  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars' 
worth  of  property,  and  if  he  owns  that  much 
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he  may  vote  upon  an  equality  with  the  white 
man.  I,  for  one,  am  utterly  opposed  to  negro 
suffrage  anywhere  and  under  any  circumstances ; 
yet,  inasmuch  as  the  Supreme  Court  has  de- 
cided in  the  celebrated  Dred  Scott  case  that  a 
State  has  a  right  to  confer  the  privilege  of  vot- 
ing upon  free  negroes,  I  am  not  going  to  make 
war  upon  New  York  because  she  has  adopted 
a  policy  repugnant  to  my  feelings.  But  New 
York  must  mind  her  own  business,  and  keep  her 
negro  suffrage  to  herself,  and  not  attempt  to 
force  it  upon  us. 

In  the  State  of  Maine  they  have  decided  that 
a  negro  may  vote  and  hold  office  on  an  equality 
with  a  white  man.  I  had  occasion  to  say  to 
the  senators  from  Maine,  in  a  discussion  last 
session,  that  if  they  thought  that  the  white  peo- 
ple within  the  limits  of  their  State  were  no  bet- 
ter than  negroes,  I  would  not  quarrel  with  them 
for  it,  but  they  must  not  say  that  my  white  con- 
stituents of  Illinois  were  no  better  than  negroes, 
or  we  would  be  sure  to  quarrel. 

The  Dred  Scott  decision  covers  the  whole 
question,  and  declares  that  each  State  has  the 
right  to  settle  this  question  of  suffrage  for  itself, 
and  all  questions  as  to  the  relations  between  the 
white  man  and  the  negro.  Judge  Taney  ex- 
pressly lays  down  the  doctrine.  I  receive  it  as 
law,  and  I  say  that  while  those  States  are  adopt- 
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ing  regulations  on  that  subject  disgusting  and 
abhorrent,  according  to  my  views,  I  will  not 
make  war  on  them  if  they  will  mind  their  own 
business  and  let  us  alone. 

I  now  come  back  to  the  question,  why  can- 
not this  Union  exist  forever  divided  into  free 
and  slave  States,  as  our  fathers  made  it?  It  can 
thus  exist  if  each  State  will  carry  out  the  prin- 
ciples upon  which  our  institutions  were  founded 
— to  wit,  the  right  of  each  State  to  do  as  it 
pleases,  without  meddling  with  its  neighbors. 
Just  act  upon  that  great  principle,  and  this 
Union  will  not  only  live  forever,  but  it  will  ex- 
tend and  expand  until  it  covers  the  whole  con- 
tinent, and  makes  this  confederacy  one  grand, 
ocean-bound  republic.  We  must  bear  in  mind 
that  we  are  yet  a  young  nation,  growing  with  a 
rapidity  unequaled  in  the  history  of  the  world, 
that  our  national  increase  is  great,  and  that  the 
emigration  from  the  Old  World  is  increasing, 
requiring  us  to  expand  and  acquire  new  terri- 
tory from  time  to  time,  in  order  to  give  our  peo- 
ple land  to  live  upon. 

If  we  live  up  to  the  principle  of  State  rights 
and  State  sovereignty,  each  State  regulating  its 
own  affairs  and  minding  its  own  business,  we 
can  go  on  and  extend  indefinitely,  just  as  fast 
and  as  far  as  we  need  the  territory.  The  time 
may  come,  indeed  has  now  come,  when  our  in- 
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terests  would  be  advanced  by  the  acquisition  of 
the  island  of  Cuba.  When  we  get  Cuba  we 
must  take  it  as  we  find  it,  leaving  the  people  to 
decide  the  question  of  slavery  for  themselves, 
w^ithout  interference  on  the  part  of  the  Federal 
Government,  or  of  any  State  of  this  Union.  So 
w'hen  it  becomes  necessary  to  acquire  any  por- 
tion of  Mexico  or  Canada,  or  of  this  continent 
or  the  adjoining  islands,  we  must  take  them  as 
we  find  them,  leaving  the  people  free  to  do  as 
they  please — to  have  slavery  or  not,  as  they 
choose.  I  never  have  inquired,  and  never  will 
inquire,  whether  a  new  State  applying  for  ad- 
mission has  slavery  or  not  for  one  of  her  institu- 
tions. If  the  constitution  that  is  presented  be 
the  act  and  deed  of  the  people,  and  embodies 
their  will,  and  they  have  the  requisite  popula- 
tion, I  will  admit  them  with  slavery  or  without 
it,  just  as  that  people  shall  determine.  My  ob- 
jection to  the  Lecompton  constitution  did  not 
consist  in  the  fact  that  it  made  Kansas  a  slave 
State.  I  would  have  been  as  much  opposed  to 
its  admission  under  such  a  constitution  as  a  free 
State  as  I  was  opposed  to  its  admission  under 
it  as  a  slave  State.  I  hold  that  that  was  a  ques- 
tion which  that  people  had  a  right  to  decide  for 
themselves,  and  that  no  power  on  earth  ought 
to  have  interfered  with  that  decision.  In  my 
opinion,  the  Lecompton  constitution  was  not  the 
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act  and  deed  of  the  people  of  Kansas,  and  did 
not  embody  their  will,  and  the  recent  election 
in  that  Territory,  at  which  it  was  voted  down 
by  nearly  ten  to  one,  shows  conclusively  that  I 
was  right  in  saying,  when  the  constitution  was 
presented,  that  it  was  not  the  act  and  deed  of  the 
people,  and  did  not  embody  their  will. 

If  we  wish  to  preserve  our  institutions  in  their 
purity  and  transmit  them  unimpaired  to  our 
latest  posterity,  we  must  preserve  with  religious 
good  faith  that  great  principle  of  self-govern- 
ment which  guarantees  to  each  and  every  State, 
old  and  new,  the  right  to  make  just  such  con- 
stitutions as  they  desire,  and  come  into  the 
Union  with  their  own  constitution,  and  not  one 
palmed  upon  them.  Whenever  you  sanction 
the  doctrine  that  Congress  may  crowd  a  consti- 
tution down  the  throats  of  an  unwilling  people, 
against  their  consent,  you  will  subvert  the  great 
fundamental  principle  upon  which  all  our  free 
institutions  rest.  In  the  future  I  have  no  fear 
that  the  attempt  will  ever  be  made.  President 
Buchanan  declared  in  his  annual  message,  that 
hereafter  the  rule  adopted  in  the  Minnesota 
case,  requiring  a  constitution  to  be  submitted  to 
the  people,  should  be  followed  in  all  future 
cases,  and  if  he  stands  by  that  recommendation 
there  will  be  no  division  in  the  Democratic 
party  on  that  principle  in  the  future.     Hence 


30  Stephen   A.    Douglas      [Sept.  15 

the  great  mission  of  the  Democracy  is  to  unite 
the  fraternal  feeling  of  the  whole  country,  re- 
store peace  and  quiet  by  teaching  each  State  to 
mind  its  own  business  and  regulate  its  own  do- 
mestic affairs,  and  all  to  unite  in  carrying  out 
the  Constitution  as  our  fathers  made  it,  and  thus 
to  preserve  the  Union  and  render  it  perpetual 
in  all  time  to  come.  Why  should  we  not  act 
as  our  fathers  who  made  the  government? 
There  was  no  sectional  strife  in  Washington's 
army.  They  were  all  brethren  of  a  common 
confederacy;  they  fought  under  a  common  flag 
that  they  might  bestow  upon  their  posterity  a 
common  destiny,  and  to  this  end  they  poured  out 
their  blood  in  common  streams,  and  shared,  in 
some  instances,  a  common  grave. 


John  Brown 

Wood  Engraving  from  a  Photograph  by  J.  W . 
Black  and  Co. 
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Mr.  Lincoln's  Reply  in  the  Jonesboro  Joint 

Debate. 

LADIES  AND  GENTLEMEN :  There 
is  very  much  in  the  principles  that 
Judge  Douglas  has  here  enunciated  that 
I  most  cordially  approve,  and  over  which  I 
shall  have  no  controversy  with  him.  In  so  far 
as  he  has  insisted  that  all  the  States  have  the 
right  to  do  exactly  as  they  please  about  all  their 
domestic  relations,  including  that  of  slavery,  I 
agree  entirely  with  him.  He  places  me  wrong 
in  spite  of  all  I  can  tell  him,  though  I  repeat 
it  again  and  again,  insisting  that  I  have  made 
no  difiference  with  him  upon  this  subject.  I 
have  made  a  great  many  speeches,  some  of 
which  have  been  printed,  and  it  will  be  utterly 
impossible  for  him  to  find  anything  that  I  have 
ever  put  in  print  contrary  to  what  I  now  say 
upon  this  subject.  I  hold  myself  under  consti- 
tutional obligations  to  allow  the  people  in  all 
the  States,  without  interference,  direct  or  indi- 
rect, to  do  exactly  as  they  please,  and  I  deny 
that  I  have  any  inclination  to  interfere  with 
them,  even  if  there  were  no  such  constitutional 
obligation.     I   can   only  say  again   that   I   am 
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placed  improperly — altogether  improperly,  in 
spite  of  all  I  can  say — when  it  is  insisted  that  I 
entertain  any  other  view  or  purpose  in  regard 
to  that  matter. 

While  I  am  upon  this  subject,  I  will  make 
some  answers  briefly  to  certain  propositions  that 
Judge  Douglas  has  put.  He  says,  "Why  can't 
this  Union  endure  permanently,  half  slave  and 
half  free?"  I  have  said  that  I  supposed  it  could 
not,  and  I  will  try,  before  this  new  audience,  to 
give  briefly  some  of  the  reasons  for  entertaining 
that  opinion.  Another  form  of  his  question  is, 
"Why  can't  we  let  it  stand  as  our  fathers  placed 
it?"  That  is  the  exact  difficulty  between  us. 
I  say  that  Judge  Douglas  and  his  friends  have 
changed  it  from  the  position  in  which  our  fath- 
ers originally  placed  it.  I  say,  in  the  way  our 
fathers  originally  left  the  slavery  question,  the 
institution  was  in  the  course  of  ultimate  extinc- 
tion, and  the  public  mind  rested  in  the  belief 
that  it  was  in  the  course  of  ultimate  extinction. 
I  say  when  this  government  was  first  established, 
it  was  the  policy  of  its  founders  to  prohibit  the 
spread  of  slavery  into  the  new  Territories  of  the 
United  States,  where  it  had  not  existed.  But 
Judge  Douglas  and  his  friends  have  broken  up 
that  policy,  and  placed  it  upon  a  new  basis  by 
which  it  is  to  become  national  and  perpetual. 
All  I  have  asked  or  desired  anywhere  is  that  it 
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should  be  placed  back  again  upon  the  basis  that 
the  fathers  of  our  government  originally  placed 
it  upon.  I  have  no  doubt  that  it  would  become 
extinct,  for  all  time  to  come,  if  we  but  readopted 
the  policy  of  the  fathers  by  restricting  it  to  the 
limits  it  has  already  covered — restricting  it  from 
the  new  Territories. 

I  do  not  wish  to  dwell  at  great  length  on  this 
branch  of  the  subject  at  this  time,  but  allow  me 
to  repeat  one  thing  that  I  have  stated  before. 
Brooks,  the  man  who  assaulted  Senator  Sumner 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  and  who  was  compli- 
mented with  dinners,  and  silver  pitchers,  and 
gold-headed  canes,  and  a  good  many  other  things 
for  that  feat,  in  one  of  his  speeches  declared 
that  when  this  government  was  originally  estab- 
lished, nobody  expected  that  the  institution  of 
slavery  would  last  until  this  day.  That  was  but 
the  opinion  of  one  man,  but  it  was  such  an  opin- 
ion as  we  can  never  get  from  Judge  Douglas, 
or  anybody  in  favor  of  slavery  in  the  North  at 
all.  You  can  sometimes  get  it  from  a  Southern 
man.  He  said  at  the  same  time  that  the  fram- 
ers  of  our  government  did  not  have  the  knowl- 
edge that  experience  has  taught  us — that  ex- 
perience and  the  invention  of  the  cotton-gin 
have  taught  us  that  the  perpetuation  of  slavery 
is  a  necessity.  He  insisted,  therefore,  upon  its 
being  changed  from  the  basis  upon  which  the 
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fathers  of  the  government  left  it  to  the  basis  of 
its  perpetuation  and  nationalization. 

I  insist  that  this  is  the  difference  between 
Judge  Douglas  and  myself — that  Judge  Doug- 
las is  helping  that  change  along.  I  insist  upon 
this  government  being  placed  where  our  fath- 
ers originally  placed  it. 

I  remember  Judge  Douglas  once  said  that  he 
saw  the  evidences  on  the  statute-books  of  Con- 
gress of  a  policy  in  the  origin  of  government 
to  divide  slavery  and  freedom  by  a  geographi- 
cal line — that  he  saw  an  indisposition  to  main- 
tain that  policy,  and  therefore  he  set  about 
studying  up  a  way  to  settle  the  institution  on 
the  right  basis — the  basis  which  he  thought  it 
ought  to  have  been  placed  upon  at  first;  and  in 
that  speech  he  confesses  that  he  seeks  to  place  it, 
not  upon  the  basis  that  the  fathers  placed  it 
upon,  but  upon  one  gotten  up  on  "original  prin- 
ciples." When  he  asks  me  why  we  cannot  get 
along  with  it  in  the  attitude  where  our  fathers 
placed  it,  he  had  better  clear  up  the  evidences 
that  he  has  himself  changed  it  from  that  basis; 
that  he  has  himself  been  chiefly  instrumental  in 
changing  the  policy  of  the  fathers.  Any  one 
who  will  read  his  speech  of  the  22d  of  last  March 
will  see  that  he  there  makes  an  open  confession, 
showing  that  he  set  about  fixing  the  institution 
upon  an  altogether  different  set  of  principles. 
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I  think  I  have  fully  answered  him  when  he  asks 
me  why  we  cannot  let  it  alone  upon  the  basis 
where  our  fathers  left  it,  by  showing  that  he  has 
himself  changed  the  whole  policy  of  the  gov- 
ernment in  that  regard. 

Now,  fellow-citizens,  in  regard  to  this  matter 
about  a  contract  that  was  made  between  Judge 
Trumbull  and  myself,  and  all  that  long  portion 
of  Judge  Douglas's  speech  on  this  subject,  I  wish 
simply  to  say  what  I  have  said  to  him  before, 
that  he  cannot  know  whether  it  is  true  or  not, 
and  I  do  know  that  there  is  not  a  word  of  truth 
in  it.  And  I  have  told  him  so  before.  I  don't 
want  any  harsh  language  indulged  in,  but  I  do 
not  know  how  to  deal  with  this  persistent  in- 
sisting on  a  story  that  I  know  to  be  utterly  with- 
out truth.  It  used  to  be  a  fashion  amongst  men 
that  when  a  charge  was  made,  some  sort  of  proof 
was  brought  forward  to  establish  it,  and  if  no 
proof  was  found  to  exist,  the  charge  was  drop- 
ped. I  don't  know  how  to  meet  this  kind  of  an 
argument.  I  don't  want  to  have  a  fight  with 
Judge  Douglas,  and  I  have  no  way  of  making  an 
argument  up  into  the  consistency  of  a  corn-cob 
and  stopping  his  mouth  with  it.  All  I  can  do  is, 
good-humoredly,  to  say  that  from  the  beginning 
to  the  end  of  all  that  story  about  a  bargain  be- 
tween Judge  Trumbull  and  myself,  there  is  not 
a  word  of  truth  in  it.     I  can  only  ask  him  to 
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show  some  sort  of  evidence  of  the  truth  of  his 
story.  He  brings  forward  here  and  reads  from 
what  he  contends  is  a  speech  by  James  H. 
Matheny,  charging  such  a  bargain  between 
Trumbull  and  myself.  My  own  opinion  is  that 
Matheny  did  do  some  such  immoral  thing  as  to 
tell  a  story  that  he  knew  nothing  about.  I  be- 
lieve he  did.  I  contradicted  it  instantly,  and  it 
has  been  contradicted  by  Judge  Trumbull,  while 
nobody  has  produced  any  proof,  because  there 
is  none.  Now,  whether  the  speech  which  the 
judge  brings  forward  here  is  really  the  one 
Matheny  made,  I  do  not  know,  and  I  hope  the 
judge  will  pardon  me  for  doubting  the  genu- 
ineness of  this  document,  since  his  production 
of  those  Springfield  resolutions  at  Ottawa.  I 
do  not  wish  to  dwell  at  any  great  length  upon 
this  matter.  I  can  say  nothing  when  a  long 
story  like  this  is  told,  except  that  it  is  not  true, 
and  demand  that  he  who  insists  upon  it  shall 
produce  some  proof.  That  is  all  any  man  can 
do,  and  I  leave  it  in  that  way,  for  I  know  of  no 
other  way  of  dealing  with  it. 

The  judge  has  gone  over  a  long  account  of 
the  Old  Whig  and  Democratic  parties,  and  it 
connects  itself  with  this  charge  against  Trum- 
bull and  myself.  He  says  that  they  agreed  upon 
a  compromise  in  regard  to  the  slavery  question 
in  1850;  that  in  a  national  Democratic  conven- 
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tion  resolutions  were  passed  to  abide  by  that 
compromise  as  a  finality  upon  the  slavery  ques- 
tion. He  also  says  that  the  Whig  party  in  na- 
tional convention  agreed  to  abide  by  and  regard 
as  a  finality  the  compromise  of  1850.  I  under- 
stand the  judge  to  be  altogether  right  about  that; 
I  understand  that  part  of  the  history  of  the  coun- 
try as  stated  by  him  to  be  correct.  I  recollect 
that  I,  as  a  member  of  that  party,  acquiesced  in 
that  compromise.  I  recollect  in  the  presiden- 
tial election  which  followed,  when  we  had  Gen- 
eral Scott  up  for  the  presidency,  Judge  Douglas 
was  around  berating  us  Whigs  as  Abolitionists, 
precisely  as  he  does  to-day — not  a  bit  of  differ- 
ence. I  have  often  heard  him.  We  could  do 
nothing  when  the  Old  Whig  party  was  alive 
that  was  not  Abolitionism,  but  it  has  got  an  ex- 
tremely good  name  since  it  has  passed  away. 

When  that  compromise  was  made,  it  did  not 
repeal  the  old  Missouri  Compromise.  It  left 
a  region  of  United  States  territory  half  as  large 
as  the  present  territory  of  the  United  States, 
north  of  the  line  of  36  degrees  30  minutes,  in 
which  slavery  was  prohibited  by  act  of  Con- 
gress. This  compromise  did  not  repeal  that 
one.  It  did  not  afifect  or  propose  to  repeal  it. 
But  at  last  it  became  Judge  Douglas's  duty,  as 
he  thought  (and  I  find  no  fault  with  him),  as 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Territories,  to 
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bring  in  a  bill  for  the  organization  of  a  territor- 
ial government — first  of  one,  then  of  two  Ter- 
ritories north  of  that  line.  When  he  did  so  it 
ended  in  his  inserting  a  provision  substantially 
repealing  the  Missouri  Compromise.  That  was 
because  the  compromise  of  1850  had  not  re- 
pealed it.  And  now  I  ask  why  he  could  not 
have  left  that  compromise  alone?  We  were 
quiet  from  the  agitation  of  the  slavery  question. 
We  were  making  no  fuss  about  it.  All  had  ac- 
quiesced in  the  compromise  measures  of  1850. 
We  never  had  been  seriously  disturbed  by  any 
Abolition  agitation  before  that  period.  When 
he  came  to  form  governments  for  the  Territories 
north  of  the  line  of  36  degrees  30  minutes,  why 
could  he  not  have  let  that  matter  stand  as  it  was 
standing?  Was  it  necessary  to  the  organization 
of  a  Territory?  Not  at  all.  Iowa  lay  north 
of  the  line  and  had  been  organized  as  a  Terri- 
tory, and  came  into  the  Union  as  a  State  without 
disturbing  that  compromise.  There  was  no  sort 
of  necessity  for  destroying  it  to  organize  these 
Territories.  But,  gentlemen,  it  would  take  up 
all  my  time  to  meet  all  the  little  quibbling  argu- 
ments of  Judge  Douglas  to  show  that  the  Mis- 
souri Compromise  was  repealed  by  the  compro- 
mise of  1850.  My  own  opinion  is  that  a  careful 
investigation  of  all  the  arguments  to  sustain  the 
position  that  that  compromise  was  virtually  re- 
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pealed  by  the  compromise  of  1850  would  show 
that  they  are  the  merest  fallacies.  I  have  the 
report  that  Judge  Douglas  first  brought  into 
Congress  at  the  time  of  the  introduction  of  the 
Nebraska  bill,  which  in  its  original  form  did 
not  repeal  the  Missouri  Compromise,  and  he 
there  expressly  stated  that  he  had  forborne  to 
do  so  because  it  had  not  been  done  by  the  com- 
promise of  1850.  I  close  this  part  of  the  discus- 
sion on  my  part  by  asking  him  the  question 
again,  "Why,  when  we  had  peace  under  the 
Missouri  Compromise,  could  you  not  have  let 
it  alone?" 

In  complaining  of  w^hat  I  said  in  my  speech 
at  Springfield,  in  which  he  says  I  accepted  my 
nomination  for  the  senatorship  (where,  by  the 
way,  he  is  at  fault,  for  if  he  will  examine  it, 
he  will  find  no  acceptance  in  it) ,  he  again  quotes 
that  portion  in  which  I  said  that  "a  house  di- 
vided against  itself  cannot  stand."  Let  me  say 
a  word  in  regard  to  that  matter. 

He  tries  to  persuade  us  that  there  must  be  a 
variety  in  the  different  institutions  of  the  States 
of  the  Union;  that  that  variety  necessarily  pro- 
ceeds from  the  variety  of  soil,  climate,  of  the 
face  of  the  country  and  the  difference  in  the 
natural  features  of  the  States.  I  agree  to  all 
that.  Have  these  very  matters  ever  produced 
any  difficulty  amongst  us?     Not  at  all.     Have 
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we  ever  had  any  quarrel  over  the  fact  that  they 
have  laws  in  Louisiana  designed  to  regulate  the 
commerce  that  springs  from  the  production  of 
sugar?  or  because  we  have  a  different  class  rela- 
tive to  the  production  of  flour  in  this  State? 
Have  they  produced  any  differences?  Not  at 
all.  They  are  the  very  cements  of  this  Union. 
They  don't  make  the  house  a  house  divided 
against  itself.  They  are  the  props  that  hold  up 
the  house  and  sustain  the  Union. 

But  has  it  been  so  with  this  element  of  slav- 
ery? Have  we  not  always  had  quarrels  and  dif- 
ficulties over  it?  And  when  will  we  cease  to 
have  quarrels  over  it?  Like  causes  produce  like 
effects.  It  is  worth  while  to  observe  that  we 
have  generally  had  comparative  peace  upon  the 
slavery  question,  and  that  there  has  been  no 
cause  for  alarm  until  it  was  excited  by  the  effort 
to  spread  it  into  new  territory.  Whenever  it 
has  been  limited  to  its  present  bounds,  and  there 
has  been  no  effort  to  spread  it,  there  has  been 
peace.  All  the  trouble  and  convulsion  has  pro- 
ceeded from  efforts  to  spread  it  over  more  ter- 
ritory. It  w^as  thus  at  the  date  of  the  Missouri 
Compromise.  It  was  so  again  with  the  annex- 
ation of  Texas;  so  with  the  territory  acquired 
by  the  Mexican  war;  and  it  is  so  now.  When- 
ever there  has  been  an  effort  to  spread  it  there 
has  been  agitation  and  resistance.     Now,  I  ap- 
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peal  to  this  audience  (very  few  of  whom  are  my 
political  friends),  as  national  men,  whether  we 
have  reason  to  expect  that  the  agitation  in  re- 
gard to  this  subject  will  cease  while  the  causes 
that  tend  to  reproduce  agitation  are  actively  at 
work?  Will  not  the  same  cause  that  produced 
agitation  in  1820,  when  the  Missouri  Compro- 
mise was  formed — that  which  produced  the  agi- 
tation upon  the  annexation  of  Texas,  and  at 
other  times, — work  out  the  same  results  always? 
Do  you  think  that  the  nature  of  man  will  be 
changed — that  the  same  causes  that  produced 
agitation  at  one  time  will  not  have  the  same 
effect  at  another? 

This  has  been  the  result  so  far  as  my  observa- 
tion of  the  slavery  question  and  my  reading  in 
history  extend.  What  right  have  we  then  to 
hope  that  the  trouble  will  cease,  that  the  agita- 
tion will  come  to  an  end;  until  it  shall  either  be 
placed  back  where  it  originally  stood,  and  where 
the  fathers  originally  placed  it,  or,  on  the  other 
hand,  until  it  shall  entirely  master  all  opposi- 
tion? This  is  the  view  I  entertain,  and  this  is 
the  reason  why  I  entertain  it,  as  Judge  Douglas 
has  read  from  my  Springfield  speech. 

Now,  my  friends,  there  is  one  other  thing  that 
I  feel  under  some  sort  of  obligation  to  mention. 
Judge  Douglas  has  here  to-day — in  a  very 
rambling  way,  I  was  about  saying — spoken  of 
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the  platforms  for  which  he  seeks  to  hold  me  re- 
sponsible. He  says,  "Why  can't  you  come  out 
and  make  an  open  avowal  of  principles  in  all 
places  alike?"  and  he  reads  from  an  advertise- 
ment that  he  says  was  used  to  notify  the  people 
of  a  speech  to  be  made  by  Judge  Trumbull  at 
Waterloo.  In  commenting  on  it  he  desires 
to  know  whether  we  cannot  speak  frankly  and 
manfully  as  he  and  his  friends  do!  How,  1 
ask,  do  his  friends  speak  out  their  own  senti- 
ments? A  convention  of  his  party  in  this  State 
met  on  the  21st  of  April,  at  Springfield,  and 
passed  a  set  of  resolutions  which  they  proclaim 
to  the  country  as  their  platform.  This  does  con- 
stitute their  platform,  and  it  is  because  Judge 
Douglas  claims  it  is  his  platform — that  these 
are  his  principles  and  purposes — that  he  has  a 
right  to  declare  that  he  speaks  his  sentiments 
"frankly  and  manfully."  On  the  9th  of  June, 
Colonel  John  Dougherty,  Governor  Reynolds, 
and  others,  calling  themselves  National  Demo- 
crats, met  in  Springfield,  and  adopted  a  set  of 
resolutions  which  are  as  easily  understood,  as 
plain  and  as  definite  in  stating  to  the  country 
and  to  the  world  what  they  believe  in  and  would 
stand  upon,  as  Juge  Douglas's  platform.  Now, 
what  is  the  reason  that  Judge  Douglas  is  not 
willing  that  Colonel  Dougherty  and  Governor 
Reynolds  should  stand  upon  their  own  written 
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and  printed  platforms  as  well  as  he  upon  his? 
Why  must  he  look  farther  than  their  platform 
when  he  claims  himself  to  stand  by  his  plat- 
form? 

Again,  in  reference  to  oir  platform:  On  the 
i6th  of  June  the  Republicans  had  their  conven- 
tion and  published  their  platform,  which  is  as 
clear  and  distinct  as  Judge  Douglas's.  In  it 
they  spoke  their  principles  as  plainly  and  as 
definitely  to  the  world.  What  is  the  reason  that 
Judge  Douglas  is  not  willing  that  I  should  stand 
upon  that  platform?  Why  must  he  go  around 
hunting  for  some  one  who  is  supporting  me,  or 
has  supported  me  at  some  time  in  his  life,  and 
who  has  said  something  at  some  time  contrary 
to  that  platform?  Does  the  judge  regard  that 
rule  as  a  good  one?  If  it  turn  out  that  the  rule 
is  a  good  one  for  me, — that  I  am  responsible  for 
any  and  every  opinion  that  any  man  has  ex- 
pressed who  is  my  friend, — then  it  is  a  good 
rule  for  him.  I  ask,  is  it  not  as  good  a  rule  for 
him  as  it  is  for  me?  In  my  opinion,  it  is  not 
a  good  rule  for  either  of  us.  Do  you  think  dif- 
ferently, judge? 

Mr.  Douglas:     I  do  not. 

Mr.  Lincoln:  Judge  Douglas  says  he  does 
not  think  differently.  I  am  glad  of  it.  Then 
can  he  tell  me  why  he  is  looking  up  resolutions 
of  five  or  six  years  ago,  and  insisting  that  they 
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were  my  platform,  notwithstanding  my  protest 
that  they  are  not,  and  never  were,  my  platform, 
and  my  pointing  out  the  platform  of  the  State 
convention  which  he  delights  to  say  nominated 
me  for  the  Senate?  I  cannot  see  what  he  means 
by  parading  these  resolutions,  if  it  is  not  to  hold 
me  responsible  for  them  in  some  way.  If  he 
says  to  me  here,  that  he  does  not  hold  the  rule 
to  be  good,  one  way  or  the  other,  I  do  not  com- 
prehend how  he  could  answer  me  more  fully  if 
he  answered  me  at  greater  length.  I  will  there- 
fore put  in  as  my  answer  to  the  resolutions  that 
he  has  hunted  up  against  me  what  I,  as  a  law- 
yer, would  call  a  good  plea  to  a  bad  declaration. 
I  understand  that  it  is  a  maxim  of  law,  that  a 
poor  plea  may  be  a  good  plea  to  a  bad  declara- 
tion. I  think  that  the  opinions  the  judge  brings 
from  those  who  support  me,  yet  differ  from  me, 
are  a  bad  declaration  against  me,  but  if  I  can 
bring  the  same  things  against  him,  I  am  putting 
in  a  good  plea  to  that  kind  of  declaration,  and 
now  I  propose  to  try  it. 

At  Freeport  Judge  Douglas  occupied  a  large 
part  of  his  time  in  producing  resolutions  and 
documents  of  various  sorts,  as  I  understood,  to 
make  me  somehow  responsible  for  them;  and  I 
propose  now  doing  a  little  of  the  same  sort  of 
thing  for  him. 

In  1850  a  very  clever  gentleman  by  the  name 
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of  Thompson  Campbell,  a  personal  friend  of 
Judge  Douglas  and  myself,  a  political  friend 
of  Judge  Douglas  and  opponent  of  mine,  was  a 
candidate  for  Congress  in  the  Galena  district. 
He  was  interrogated  as  to  his  views  on  this  same 
slavery  question.  I  have  here  before  me  the  in- 
terrogatories, and  Campbell's  answers  to  them. 
I  will  read  them: 

Interrogatories. 

1.  Will  you,  if  elected,  vote  for  and  cordially  sup- 
port a  bill  prohibiting  slavery  in  the  Territories  of 
the  United  States? 

2.  Will  you  vote  for  and  support  a  bill  abolishing 
slavery  in  the  district  of  Columbia  ? 

3.  Will  you  oppose  the  admission  of  any  slave 
States  which  may  be  formed  out  of  Texas  or  the 
Territories? 

4.  Will  you  vote  for  and  advocate  the  repeal  of 
the  fugitive-slave  law  passed  at  the  recent  session  of 
Congress  ? 

5.  Will  you  advocate  and  vote  for  the  election  of 
a  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  who  shall 
be  willing  to  organize  the  committees  of  that  House 
so  as  to  give  the  free  States  their  just  influence  In  the 
business  of  legislation? 

6.  What  are  your  views,  not  only  as  to  the  con- 
stitutional right  of  Congress  to  prohibit  the  slave- 
trade  between  the  States,  but  also  as  to  the  expediency 
of  exercising  that  right  Immediately? 
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Campbell's  Reply. 

To  the  first  and  second  Interrogatories,  I  answer 
unequivocally  in  the  affirmative. 

To  the  third  interrogatory,  I  reply  that  I  am  op- 
posed to  the  admission  of  any  more  slave  States  into 
the  Union,  that  may  be  formed  out  of  Texan  or  any 
other  territory. 

To  the  fourth  and  fifth  interrogatories,  I  unhesi- 
tatingly answer  in  the  affirmative. 

To  the  sixth  interrogatory,  I  reply  that  so  long  as 
the  slave  States  continue  to  treat  slaves  as  articles  of 
commerce,  the  Constitution  confers  power  on  Con- 
gress to  pass  laws  regulating  that  peculiar  commerce, 
and  that  the  protection  of  human  rights  imperatively 
demands  the  interposition  of  every  constitutional 
means  to  prevent  this  most  inhuman  and  iniquitous 
traffic.  T.  Campbell. 

I  want  to  say  here  that  Thompson  Campbell 
was  elected  to  Congress  on  that  platform,  as  the 
Democratic  candidate  in  the  Galena  district, 
against  Martin  P.  Sweet. 

Judge  Douglas:  Give  me  the  date  of  the 
letter. 

Mr.  Lincoln:  The  time  Campbell  ran  was 
in  1850.  I  have  not  the  exact  date  here.  It  was 
some  time  in  1850  that  these  interrogatories  were 
put  and  the  answer  given.  Campbell  was  elected 
to  Congress,  and  served  out  his  term.  I  think 
a  second  election  came  up  before  he  served  out 
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his  term,  and  he  was  not  reelected.  Whether 
defeated  or  not  nominated,  I  do  not  know. 
[Mr.  Campbell  was  nominated  for  reelection 
by  the  Democratic  party,  by  acclamation.]  At 
the  end  of  his  term  his  very  good  friend.  Judge 
Douglas,  got  him  a  high  office  from  President 
Pierce,  and  sent  him  ofif  to  California.  Is  not 
that  the  fact?  Just  at  the  end  of  his  term  in 
Congress  it  appears  that  our  mutual  friend 
Judge  Douglas  got  our  mutual  friend  Camp- 
bell a  good  office,  and  sent  him  to  California 
upon  it.  And  not  only  so,  but  on  the  27th  of 
last  month,  when  Judge  Douglas  and  myself 
spoke  at  Freeport  in  joint  discussion,  there  was 
his  same  friend  Campbell,  come  all  the  way 
from  California,  to  help  the  judge  beat  me;  and 
there  was  poor  Martin  P.  Sweet  standing  on  the 
platform,  trying  to  help  poor  me  to  be  elected. 
That  is  true  of  one  of  Judge  Douglas's  friends. 
So  again,  in  that  same  race  of  1850,  there  was 
a  congressional  convention  assembled  at  Joliet, 
and  it  nominated  R.  S.  Molony  for  Congress, 
and  unanimously  adopted  the  following  reso- 
lution: 

Resolved,  That  we  are  uncompromisingly  opposed 
to  the  extension  of  slavery;  and  while  we  would  not 
make  such  opposition  a  ground  of  interference  with 
the  interests  of  the  States  where  it  exists,  yet  we  mod- 
erately but  firmly  insist  that  It  is  the  duty  of  Congress 
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to  oppose  Its  extension  into  territory  now  free  by  all 
means  compatible  with  the  obligations  of  the  Consti- 
tution, and  with  good  faith  to  our  sister  States;  that 
these  principles  were  recognized  by  the  ordinance  of 
1787,  which  received  the  sanction  of  Thomas  Jeffer- 
son, who  is  acknowledged  by  all  to  be  the  great  oracle 
and  expounder  of  our  faith. 

Subsequently  the  same  interrogatories  were 
propounded  to  Dr.  Molony  which  had  been  ad- 
dressed to  Campbell,  as  above,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  sixth,  respecting  the  interstate  slave- 
trade,  to  which  Dr.  Molony,  the  Democratic 
nominee  for  Congress,  replied  as  follows: 

I  received  the  interrogatories  this  day,  and  as  you 
will  see  by  the  La  Salle  "Democrat"  and  Ottawa 
*'Free  Trader,"  I  took  at  Peru  on  the  5th  and  at  Ot- 
tawa on  the  7th,  the  affirmative  side  of  interrogatories 
1st  and  2d;  and  in  relation  to  the  admission  of  any 
xnore  slave  States  from  free  territory,  my  position 
taken  at  these  meetings,  as  correctly  reported  in  said 
papers,  was  emphatically  and  distinctly  opposed  to  it. 
In  relation  to  the  admission  of  any  more  slave  States 
from  Texas,  whether  I  shall  go  against  it  or  not  will 
depend  upon  the  opinion  that  I  may  hereafter  form 
of  the  true  meaning  and  nature  of  the  resolutions  of 
annexation.  If  by  said  resolutions  the  honor  and  good 
faith  of  the  nation  is  pledged  to  admit  more  slave 
States  from  Texas  when  she  (Texas)  may  apply  for 
admission  of  such  State,  then  I  should,  if  in  Congress, 
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vote  for  their  admission.  But  if  not  so  pledged  and 
bound  by  sacred  contract,  then  a  bill  for  the  admission 
of  more  slave  States  from  Texas  would  never  receive 
my  vote. 

To  your  fourth  interrogatory  I  answer  most  decid- 
edly in  the  affirmative,  and  for  reasons  set  forth  in 
my  reported  remarks  at  Ottawa  last  Monday. 

To  your  fifth  interrogatory  I  also  reply  in  the  af- 
firmative most  cordially,  and  that  I  will  use  my  utmost 
exertions  to  secure  the  nomination  and  election  of  a 
man  who  will  accomplish  the  objects  of  said  interroga- 
tories. I  most  cordially  approve  of  the  resolutions 
adopted  at  the  union  meeting  held  at  Princeton  on  the 
27th  of  September  ult.    Yours,  etc., 

R.  S.  MOLONY. 

All  I  have  to  say  in  regard  to  Dr.  Molony 
is  that  he  w^as  the  regularly  nominated  Demo- 
cratic candidate  for  Congress  in  his  district;  was 
elected  at  that  time;  at  the  end  of  his  term  was 
appointed  to  a  land-office  at  Danville.  (I  never 
heard  anything  of  Judge  Douglas's  instrumen- 
tality in  this.)  He  held  this  office  a  consider- 
able time,  and  when  we  were  at  Freeport  the 
other  day,  there  were  handbills  scattered  about 
notifying  the  public  that  after  our  debate  was 
over  R.  S.  Molony  would  make  a  Democratic 
speech  in  favor  of  Judge  Douglas.  That  is  all 
I  know  of  my  own  personal  knowledge.  It  is 
added  here  to  this  resolution  (and  truly,  I  be- 
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lieve)  that  "among  those  who  participated  in 
the  Joliet  convention,  and  who  supported  its 
nominee,  with  his  platform  as  laid  down  in  the 
resolution  of  the  convention,  and  in  his  reply  as 
above  given,  we  call  at  random  the  following 
names,  all  of  which  are  recognized  at  this  day 
as  leading  Democrats:  Cook  County — E.  B. 
Williams,  Charles  McDonell,  Arno  Voss, 
Thomas  Hoyne,  Isaac  Cook," — I  reckon  we 
ought  to  except  Cook, — "F.  C.  Sherman.  Will 
— Joel  A.  Matteson,  S.  W.  Bowen.  Kane — B. 
F.  Hall,  G.  W.  Renwick,  A.  M.  Herrington, 
Elijah  Wilcox.  McHenry — W.  M.  Jackson, 
Enos  W.  Smith,  Neil  Donnelly.  La  Salle — 
John  Hise,  William  Reddick"— William  Red- 
dick — another  one  of  Judge  Douglas's  friends 
that  stood  on  the  stand  with  him  at  Ottawa  at 
the  time  the  judge  says  my  knees  trembled  so 
that  I  had  to  be  carried  away!  The  names  are 
all  here:  "DuPage— Nathan  Allen.  DeKalb 
— Z.  B.  Mayo." 

Here  is  another  set  of  resolutions  which  I 
think  are  apposite  to  the  matter  in  hand. 

On  the  28th  of  February  of  the  same  year,  a 
Democratic  district  convention  was  held  at 
Naperville,  to  nominate  a  candidate  for  circuit 
judge.  Among  the  delegates  were  Bowen  and 
Kelly,  of  Will;  Captain  Naper,  H.  H.  Cody, 
Nathan  Allen,  of  Du  Page;  W.   M.  Jackson, 
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J.  M.  Strode,  P.  W.  Piatt,  and  Enos  W.  Smith, 
of  McHenry;  J.  Horsman  and  others,  of  Win- 
nebago. Colonel  Strode  presided  over  the  con- 
vention. The  following  resolutions  were  unan- 
imously adopted — the  first  on  motion  of  P.  W. 
Piatt,  the  second  on  motion  of  William  M. 
Jackson: 

Resolved,  That  this  convention  is  in  favor  of  the 
Wilmot  proviso,  both  in  principle  and  practice,  and 
that  we  know  of  no  good  reason  why  any  person 
should  oppose  the  largest  latitude  in  free  soil,  free 
territory,  and  free  speech. 

Resolved,  That  in  the  opinion  of  this  convention, 
the  time  has  arrived  when  all  men  should  be  free, 
whites  as  well  as  others. 

Judge  Douglas:  What  is  the  date  of  those 
resolutions? 

Mr.  Lincoln:  I  understand  it  was  in  1850, 
but  I  do  not  know  it.  I  do  not  state  a  thing 
and  say  I  know  it  when  I  do  not.  But  I  have 
the  highest  belief  that  this  is  so.  I  know  of  no 
way  to  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  there  is 
an  error  in  it.  I  mean  to  put  a  case  no  stronger 
than  the  truth  will  allow.  But  what  I  was 
going  to  comment  upon  is  an  extract  from  a 
newspaper  in  DeKalb  County,  and  it  strikes  me 
as  being  rather  singular,  I  confess,  under  the 
circumstances.  There  is  a  Judge  Mayo  in  that 
county,  who  is  a  candidate  for  the  legislature, 
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for  the  purpose,  if  he  secures  his  election,  of 
helping  to  reelect  Judge  Douglas.  He  is  the 
editor  of  a  newspaper  [DeKalb  County  "Sen- 
tinel"], and  in  that  paper  I  find  the  extract  I 
am  going  to  read.  It  is  part  of  an  editorial 
article  in  which  he  was  electioneering  as  fiercely 
as  he  could  for  Judge  Douglas  and  against  me. 
It  was  a  curious  thing,  I  think,  to  be  in  such 
a  paper.  I  will  agree  to  that,  and  the  judge 
may  make  the  most  of  it: 

Our  education  has  been  such  that  we  have  ever  been 
rather  in  favor  of  the  equality  of  the  blacks;  that  is, 
that  they  should  enjoy  all  the  privileges  of  the  whites 
where  they  reside.  We  are  aware  that  this  Is  not  a 
very  popular  doctrine.  We  have  had  many  a  confab 
with  some  who  are  now  strong  "Republicans,"  we 
taking  the  broad  ground  of  equality  and  they  the 
opposite  ground. 

We  were  brought  up  In  a  State  where  blacks  were 
voters,  and  we  do  not  know  of  any  Inconvenience  re- 
sulting from  It,  though  perhaps  It  would  not  work  so 
well  where  the  blacks  are  more  numerous.  We  have 
no  doubt  of  the  right  of  the  whites  to  guard  against 
such  an  evil.  If  It  Is  one.  Our  opinion  Is  that  It  would 
be  best  for  all  concerned  to  have  the  colored  popula- 
tion In  a  State  by  themselves  [In  this  I  agree  with 
him]  ;  but  if  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States,  we  say  by  all  means  they  should  have  the 
right  to  have  their  senators  and  their  representatives 
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in  Congress,  and  to  vote  for  President.  With  us 
"worth  makes  the  man,  and  want  of  it  the  fellow." 
We  have  seen  many  a  "nigger"  that  we  thought  more 
of  than  some  white  men. 

That  is  one  of  Judge  Douglas's  friends.  Now 
I  do  not  want  to  leave  myself  in  an  attitude 
where  I  can  be  misrepresented,  so  I  will  say  I 
do  not  think  the  judge  is  responsible  for  this 
article;  but  he  is  quite  as  responsible  for  it  as  I 
would  be  if  one  of  my  friends  had  said  it.  I 
think  that  is  fair  enough. 

I  have  here  also  a  set  of  resolutions  passed  by 
a  Democratic  State  convention  in  Judge  Doug- 
las's own  good  old  State  of  Vermont,  and  that, 
I  think,  ought  to  be  good  for  him  too. 

Resolved,  That  liberty  is  a  right  inherent  and  in- 
alienable in  man,  and  that  herein  all  men  are  equal. 

Resolved,  That  we  claim  no  authority  in  the  Fed- 
eral Government  to  abolish  slavery  in  the  several 
States.  But  we  do  claim  for  it  constitutional  power 
perpetually  to  prohibit  the  introduction  of  slavery  into 
territory  now  free,  and  abolish  it  wherever,  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  Congress,  it  exists. 

Resolved,  That  this  power  ought  immediately  to  be 
exercised  In  prohibiting  the  Introduction  and  existence 
of  slavery  in  New  Mexico  and  California,  in  abolish- 
ing slavery  and  the  slave-trade  In  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, on  the  high  seas,  and  wherevei  else,  under  the 
Constitution,  It  can  be  reached. 
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Resolved,  That  no  more  slave  States  should  be  ad- 
mitted into  the  Federal  Union. 

Resolved,  That  the  government  ought  to  return  to 
its  ancient  policy,  not  to  extend,  nationalize,  or  en- 
courage, but  to  limit,  localize,  and  discourage  slavery. 

At  Freeport  I  answered  several  interroga- 
tories that  had  been  propounded  to  me  by  Judge 
Douglas  at  the  Ottawa  meeting.  The  judge  has 
yet  not  seen  fit  to  find  any  fault  with  the  posi- 
tion that  I  took  in  regard  to  those  seven  inter- 
rogatories, which  were  certainly  broad  enough, 
in  all  conscience,  to  cover  the  entire  ground. 
In  my  answers,  which  have  been  printed,  and  all 
have  had  the  opportunity  of  seeing,  I  take  the 
ground  that  those  who  elect  me  must  expect  that 
I  will  do  nothing  which  will  not  be  in  accord- 
ance with  those  answers.  I  have  some  right  to 
assert  that  Judge  Douglas  has  no  fault  to  find 
with  them.  But  he  chooses  to  still  try  to  thrust 
me  upon  different  ground  without  paying  any 
attention  to  my  answers,  the  obtaining  of  which 
from  me  cost  him  so  much  trouble  and  concern. 
At  the  same  time,  I  propounded  four  interroga- 
tories to  him,  claiming  it  as  a  right  that  he 
should  answer  as  many  interrogatories  for  me 
as  I  did  for  him,  and  I  would  reserve  myself 
for  a  future  installment  when  I  got  them  ready. 
The  judge,  in  answering  me  upon  this  occasion, 
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put  in  what  I  suppose  he  intends  as  answers  to 
all  four  of  my  interrogatories.  The  first  one  of 
these  interrogatories  I  have  before  me,  and  it 
is  in  these  w^ords: 

Question  i.  If  the  people  of  Kansas  shall,  by 
means  entirely  unobjectionable  In  all  other  respects, 
adopt  a  State  constitution,  and  ask  admission  Into  the 
Union  under  It,  before  they  have  the  requisite  number 
of  Inhabitants  according  to  the  English  bill, — some 
ninety-three  thousand, — will  you  vote  to  admit  them? 

As  I  read  the  judge's  answer  in  the  newspaper, 
and  as  I  remember  it  as  propounded  at  the  time, 
he  does  not  give  any  answer  which  is  equiva- 
lent to  yes  or  no — I  will  or  I  won't.  He  an- 
swers at  very  considerable  length,  rather  quar- 
reling with  me  for  asking  the  question,  and 
insisting  that  Judge  Trumbull  had  done  some- 
thing that  I  ought  to  say  something  about;  and 
finally  getting  out  such  statements  as  induce  me 
to  infer  that  he  means  to  be  understood  he  will, 
in  that  supposed  case,  vote  for  the  admission  of 
Kansas.  I  only  bring  this  forward  now  for  the 
purpose  of  saying  that,  if  he  chooses  to  put  a 
different  construction  upon  his  answer,  he  may 
do  it.  But  if  he  does  not,  I  shall  from  this  time 
forward  assume  that  he  will  vote  for  the  ad- 
mission of  Kansas  in  disregard  of  the  English 
bill.     He  has  the  right  to  remove  any  misun- 
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derstanding  I  may  have.  I  only  mention  it  now 
that  1  may  hereafter  assume  this  to  be  the  true 
construction  of  his  answer,  if  he  does  not  now 
choose  to  correct  me. 

The  second  interrogatory  that  I  propounded 
to  him  was  this: 

Question  2.  Can  the  people  of  a  United  States 
Territory,  in  any  lawful  way,  against  the  wish  of  any 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  exclude  slavery  from  its 
limits  prior  to  the  formation  of  a  State  constitution? 

To  this  Judge  Douglas  answered  that  they 
can  lawfully  exclude  slavery  from  the  Territory 
prior  to  the  formation  of  a  constitution.  He 
goes  on  to  tell  us  how  it  can  be  done.  As  I 
understand  him,  he  holds  that  it  can  be  done  by 
the  territorial  legislature  refusing  to  make  any 
enactments  for  the  protection  of  slavery  in  the 
Territory,  and  especially  by  adopting  unfriendly 
legislation  to  it.  For  the  sake  of  clearness,  I 
state  it  again :  that  they  can  exclude  slavery 
from  the  Territory — first,  by  withholding  what 
he  assumes  to  be  an  indispensable  assistance  to 
it  in  the  way  of  legislation;  and,  second,  by  un- 
friendly legislation.  If  I  rightly  understand 
him,  I  wish  to  ask  your  attention  for  a  while  to 
his  position. 

In  the  first  place,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  has  decided  that  any  congressional 
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prohibition  of  slavery  in  the  Territories  is  un- 
constitutional— they  have  reached  this  proposi- 
tion as  a  conclusion  from  their  former  proposi- 
tion, that  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
expressly  recognizes  property  in  slaves;  and 
from  that  other  constitutional  provision,  that 
no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  property  without 
due  process  of  law.  Hence  they  reach  the  con- 
clusion that  as  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  expressly  recognizes  property  in  slaves, 
and  prohibits  any  person  from  being  deprived 
of  property  without  due  process  of  law,  to  pass 
an  act  of  Congress  by  which  a  man  who  owned 
a  slave  on  one  side  of  a  line  would  be  deprived 
of  him  if  he  took  him  on  the  other  side  is  depriv- 
ing him  of  that  property  without  due  process 
of  law.  That  I  understand  to  be  the  decision  of 
the  Supreme  Court.  I  understand  also  that 
Judge  Douglas  adheres  most  firmly  to  that  de- 
cision; and  the  difficulty  is,  how  is  it  possible 
for  any  power  to  exclude  slavery  from  the  Ter- 
ritory unless  in  violation  of  that  decision? 
That  is  the  difficulty. 

In  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  in  1856, 
Judge  Trumbull,  in  a  speech,  substantially,  if 
not  directly,  put  the  same  interrogatory  to  Judge 
Douglas,  as  to  whether  the  people  of  a  Terri- 
tory had  the  lawful  po\ver  to  exclude  slavery 
prior  to  the  formation  of  a  constitution?    Judge 


58  Abraham  Lincoln        [Sept.  15 

Douglas  then  answered  at  considerable  length, 
and  his  answer  will  be  found  in  the  "Con- 
gressional Globe,"  under  the  date  of  June  9, 
1856.  The  judge  said  that  whether  the  people 
could  exclude  slavery  prior  to  the  formation  of 
a  constitution  or  not  was  a  question  to  be  de- 
cided by  the  Supreme  Court.  He  put  that 
proposition,  as  will  be  seen  by  the  "Congres- 
sional Globe,"  in  a  variety  of  forms,  all  running 
to  the  same  thing  in  substance — that  it  was  a 
question  for  the  Supreme  Court.  I  maintain 
that  when  he  says,  after  the  Supreme  Court  has 
decided  the  question,  that  the  people  may  yet 
exclude  slavery  by  any  means  whatever,  he  does 
virtually  say  that  it  is  not  a  question  for  the 
Supreme  Court.  He  shifts  his  ground.  I  ap- 
peal to  you  whether  he  did  not  say  it  was  a 
question  for  the  Supreme  Court?  Has  not  the 
Supreme  Court  decided  that  question?  When 
he  now  says  that  the  people  may  exclude  slavery, 
does  he  not  make  it  a  question  for  the  people? 
Does  he  not  virtually  shift  his  ground  and  say 
that  it  is  not  a  question  for  the  court,  but  for 
the  people?  This  is  a  very  simple  proposition 
— a  very  plain  and  naked  one.  It  seems  to  me 
that  there  is  no  difficulty  in  deciding  it.  In  a' 
variety  of  ways  he  said  that  it  was  a  question 
for  the  Supreme  Court.  He  did  not  stop  then 
to  tell  us  that,  whatever  the  Supreme  Court  de- 
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cides,  the  people  can  by  withholding  necessary 
^'police  regulations"  keep  slavery  out.  He  did 
not  make  any  such  answer.  I  submit  to  you 
now,  whether  the  new  state  of  the  case  has  not 
induced  the  judge  to  sheer  away  from  his  origi- 
nal ground.  Would  not  this  be  the  impression 
of  every  fair-minded  man? 

I  hold  that  the  proposition  that  slavery  can- 
not enter  a  new  country  without  police  regula- 
tions is  historically  false.  It  is  not  true  at  all. 
I  hold  that  the  history  of  this  country  shows 
that  the  institution  of  slavery  was  originally 
planted  upon  this  continent  without  these  "po- 
lice regulations"  which  the  judge  now  thinks 
necessary  for  the  actual  establishment  of  it.  Not 
only  so,  but  is  there  not  another  fact — how  came 
this  Dred  Scott  decision  to  be  made?  It  was 
made  upon  the  case  of  a  negro  being  taken  and 
actually  held  in  slavery  in  Minnesota  Territory, 
claiming  his  freedom  because  the  act  of  Con- 
gress prohibited  his  being  so  held  there.  Will 
the  judge  pretend  that  Dred  Scott  v/as  not  held 
there  without  police  regulations?  There  is  at 
least  one  matter  of  record  as  to  his  having  been 
held  in  slavery  in  the  Territory,  not  only  with- 
out police  regulations,  but  in  the  teeth  of  con- 
gressional legislation  supposed  to  be  valid  at 
the  time.  This  shows  that  there  is  vigor  enough 
in  slavery  to  plant,  itself  in  a  new  country  even 
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against  unfriendly  legislation.  It  takes  not  only 
law  but  the  enforcement  of  law  to  keep  it  out. 
That  is  the  history  of  this  country  upon  the  sub- 
ject. 

I  wish  to  ask  one  other  question.  It  being 
understood  that  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  guarantees  property  in  slaves  in  the  Terri- 
tories, if  there  is  any  infringement  of  the  right 
of  that  property,  would  not  the  United  States 
courts,  organized  for  the  government  of  the  Ter- 
ritory, apply  such  remedy  as  might  be  necessary 
in  that  case?  It  is  a  maxim  held  by  the  courts, 
that  there  is  no  wrong  without  its  remedy;  and 
the  courts  have  a  remedy  for  whatever  is  ac- 
knowledged and  treated  as  a  wrong. 

Again:  I  will  ask  you,  my  friends,  if  you 
were  elected  members  of  the  legislature,  what 
would  be  the  first  thing  you  would  have  to  do 
before  entering  upon  your  duties?  Swear  to 
support  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States. 
Suppose  you  believe,  as  Judge  Douglas  does, 
that  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  guar- 
antees to  your  neighbor  the  right  to  hold  slaves 
in  that  Territory — that  they  are  his  property — 
how  can  you  clear  your  oaths  unless  you  give 
him  such  legislation  as  is  necessary  to  enable  him 
to  enjoy  that  property?  What  do  you  under- 
stand by  supporting  the  Constitution  of  a  State, 
or  of  the  United  States?     Is  it  not  to  give  such 
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constitutional  helps  to  the  rights  established  by 
that  Constitution  as  may  be  practically  needed? 
Can  you,  if  you  swear  to  support  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  believe  that  the  Constitution  estab- 
lishes a  right,  clear  your  oath,  without  giving 
it  support?  Do  you  support  the  Constitution 
if,  knowing  or  believing  there  is  a  right  es- 
tablished under  it  which  needs  specific  legisla- 
tion, you  withhold  that  legislation?  Do  you 
not  violate  and  disregard  your  oath.  I  can  con- 
ceive of  nothing  plainer  in  the  world.  There 
can  be  nothing  in  the  words  "support  the  Con- 
stitution," if  you  may  run  counter  to  it  by  re- 
fusing support  to  any  right  established  under 
the  Constitution.  And  what  I  say  here  will  hold 
with  still  more  force  against  the  judge's  doc- 
trine of  "unfriendly  legislation."  How  could 
you,  having  sworn  to  support  the  Constitution, 
and  believing  that  it  guaranteed  the  right  to 
hold  slaves  in  the  Territories,  assist  in  legisla- 
tion intended  to  defeat  that  right?  That  would 
be  violating  your  own  view  of  the  Constitution. 
Not  only  so.  but  if  you  were  to  do  so,  how  long 
would  it  take  the  courts  to  hold  your  votes  un- 
constitutional and  void?    Not  a  moment. 

Lastly  I  would  ask — Is  not  Congress  itself 
under  obligation  to  give  legislative  support  to 
any  right  that  is  established  under  the  United 
States  Constitution?     I  repeat  the  question — Is 
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not  Congress  itself  bound  to  give  legislative 
support  to  any  right  that  is  established  in  the 
United  States  Constitution?  A  member  of  Con- 
gress swears  to  support  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  if  he  sees  a  right  established 
by  that  Constitution  which  needs  specific  legis- 
lative protection,  can  he  clear  his  oath  without 
giving  that  protection?  Let  me  ask  you  why 
many  of  us  who  are  opposed  to  slavery  upon 
principle  give  our  acquiescence  to  a  fugitive- 
slave  law?  Why  do  we  hold  ourselves  under  ob- 
ligations to  pass  such  a  law,  and  abide  by  it  when 
it  is  passed?  Because  the  Constitution  makes 
provision  that  the  owners  of  slaves  shall  have 
the  right  to  reclaim  them.  It  gives  the  right  to- 
reclaim  slaves,  and  that  right  is,  as  Judge  Doug- 
las says,  a  barren  right,  unless  there  is  legisla- 
tion that  will  enforce  it. 

The  mere  declaration,  "No  person  held  to 
service  or  labor  in  one  State  under  the  laws 
thereof,  escaping  into  another,  shall  in  conse- 
quence of  any  law  or  regulation  therein  be  dis- 
charged from  such  service  or  labor,  but  shall 
be  delivered  up  on  claim  of  the  party  to  whom 
such  service  or  labor  may  be  due,"  is  powerless 
without  specific  legislation  to  enforce  it.  Now, 
on  what  ground  would  a  member  of  Congress 
w^ho  is  opposed  to  slavery  in  the  abstract  vote  for 
a  fugitive-slave  law,  as  I  would  deem  it  my  duty 
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to  do?  Because  there  is  a  constitutional  right 
which  needs  legislation  to  enforce  it.  And  al- 
though it  is  distasteful  to  me,  I  have  sworn  to 
support  the  Constitution,  and  having  so  sworn, 
I  cannot  conceive  that  I  do  support  it  if  I  with- 
hold from  that  right  any  necessary  legislation 
to  make  it  practical.  And  if  that  is  true  in  re- 
gard to  a  fugitive-slave  law,  is  the  right  to  have 
fugitive  slaves  reclaimed  any  better  fixed  in  the 
Constitution  than  the  right  to  hold  slaves  in  the 
Territories?  For  this  decision  is  a  just  exposition 
of  the  Constitution,  as  Judge  Douglas  thinks. 
Is  the  one  right  any  better  than  the  other?  Is 
there  any  man  who,  while  a  member  of  Congress, 
would  give  support  to  the  one  any  more  than 
the  other?  If  I  wished  to  refuse  to  give  legis- 
lative support  to  slave  property  in  the  Terri- 
tories, if  a  member  of  Congress,  I  could  not  do 
it,  holding  the  view  that  the  Constitution  estab- 
lishes that  right.  If  I  did  it  at  all,  it  would  be 
because  I  deny  that  this  decision  properly  con- 
strues the  Constitution.  But  if  I  acknowledge, 
with  Judge  Douglas,  that  this  decision  properly 
construes  the  Constitution,  I  cannot  conceive 
that  I  would  be  less  than  a  perjured  man  if  I 
should  refuse  in  Congress  to  give  such  protec- 
tion to  that  property  as  in  its  nature  it  needed. 

At  the  end  of  what  I  have  said  here  I  pro- 
pose to  give  the  judge  my  fifth  interrogatory, 
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which  he  may  take  and  answer  at  his  leisure. 
My  fifth  interrogatory  is  this: 

If  the  slaveholding  citizens  of  a  United  States 
Territory  should  need  and  demand  congres- 
sional legislation  for  the  protection  of  thei/ 
slave  property  in  such  Territory,  would  you,  as 
a  member  of  Congress,  vote  for  or  against  such 
legislation? 

Judge  Douglas:  Will  you  repeat  that?  I 
want  to  answer  that  question. 

Mr.  Lincoln :  If  the  slaveholding  citizens  of 
a  United  States  Territory  should  need  and  de- 
mand congressional  legislation  for  the  protec- 
tion of  their  slave  property  in  such  Territory, 
would  you,  as  a  member  of  Congress,  vote  for 
or  against  such  legislation? 

I  am  aware  that  in  some  of  the  speeches  Judge 
Douglas  has  made,  he  has  spoken  as  if  he  did 
not  know  or  think  that  the  Supreme  Court  had 
decided  that  a  territorial  legislature  cannot  ex- 
clude slavery.  Precisely  w^hat  the  judge  would 
say  upon  the  subject — whether  he  would  say 
definitely  that  he  does  not  understand  they  have 
so  decided,  or  whether  he  would  say  he  does 
understand  that  the  court  have  so  decided,  I  do 
not  know;  but  I  know  that  in  his  speech  at 
Springfield  he  spoke  of  it  as  a  thing  they  had 
not  decided  yet;  and  in  his  answer  to  me  at  Free- 
port,  he  spoke  of  it  again,  so  far  as  I  can  com- 
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prehend  it,  as  a  thing  that  had  not  yet  been  de- 
cided. Now  I  hold  that  if  the  judge  does  enter- 
tain that  view,  I  think  that  he  is  not  mistaken 
in  so  far  as  it  can  be  said  that  the  court  has  not 
decided  anything  save  the  mere  question  of  juris- 
diction. I  know  the  legal  argements  that  can 
be  made — that  after  a  court  has  decided  that  it 
cannot  take  jurisdiction  in  a  case,  it  then  has 
decided  all  that  is  before  it,  and  that  is  the  end 
of  it.  A  plausible  argument  can  be  made  in 
favor  of  that  proposition,  but  I  know  that  Judge 
Douglas  has  said  in  one  of  his  speeches  that  the 
court  went  forward,  like  honest  men  as  they 
were,  and  decided  all  the  points  in  the  case.  If 
any  points  are  really  extra-judicially  decided  be- 
cause not  necessarily  before  them,  then  this  one 
as  to  the  power  of  the  territorial  legislature  to 
exclude  slavery  is  one  of  them,  as  also  the  one 
that  the  Missouri  Compromise  was  null  and 
void.  They  are  both  extra-judicial,  or  nei- 
ther is,  according  as  the  court  held  that 
they  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case  be- 
tween the  parties,  because  of  want  of  ca- 
pacity of  one  party  to  maintain  a  suit  in 
that  court.  I  want,  if  I  have  sufficient  time,  to 
show  that  the  court  did  pass  its  opinion,  but  that 
is  the  only  thing  actually  done  in  the  case.  If 
they  did  not  decide,  they  showed  what  they  were 
ready  to  decide  whenever  the  matter  was  before 
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them.  What  is  that  opinion?  After  having  ar- 
gued that  Congress  had  no  power  to  pass  a  law 
excluding  slavery  from  a  United  States  Terri- 
tory, they  then  used  language  to  this  effect:  That 
inasmuch  as  Congress  itself  could  not  exercise 
such  a  power,  it  followed  as  a  matter  of  course 
that  it  could  not  authorize  a  territorial  govern- 
ment to  exercise  it,  for  the  territorial  legislature 
can  do  no  more  than  Congress  could  do.  Thus 
it  expressed  its  opinion  emphatically  against  the 
power  of  a  territorial  legislature  to  exclude  slav- 
ery, leaving  us  in  just  as  little  doubt  on  that 
point  as  upon  any  other  point  they  really  de- 
cided. 

Now,  fellow-citizens,  my  time  is  nearly  out. 
I  find  a  report  of  a  speech  made  by  Judge  Doug- 
las at  Joliet,  since  we  last  met  at  Freeport, — • 
published,  I  believe,  in  the  Missouri  "Repub- 
lican,"— on  the  9th  of  this  month,  in  which 
Judge  Douglas  says: 

You  know  at  Ottawa  I  read  this  platform,  and 
asked  him  if  he  concurred  in  each  and  all  of  the  prin- 
ciples set  forth  in  it.  He  would  not  answer  these 
questions.  At  last  I  said  frankly,  "T  wish  you  to  an- 
swer them,  because  when  I  get  them  up  here  where 
the  color  of  your  principles  is  a  little  darker  than  in 
Egypt,  I  intend  to  trot  you  down  to  Jonesboro."  The 
very  notice  that  I  was  going  to  take  him  down  to 
Egypt  made  him  tremble  in  the  knees  so  that  he  had 
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to  be  carried  from  the  platform.  He  laid  up  seven 
days,  and  in  the  meantime  held  a  consultation  with 
his  political  physicians;  they  had  Lovejoy  and  Farns- 
vvorth  and  all  the  leaders  of  the  Abolition  party. 
They  consulted  it  all  over,  and  at  last  Lincoln  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  he  would  answer;  so  he  came  to 
Freeport  last  Friday. 

Now  that  statement  altogether  furnishes  a  sub- 
ject for  philosophical  contemplation.  I  have 
been  treating  it  in  that  way,  and  I  have  really 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  I  can  explain  it  in 
no  other  way  than  by  believing  the  judge  is 
crazy.  If  he  was  in  his  right  mind,  I  cannot 
conceive  how  he  would  have  risked  disgusting 
the  four  or  five  thousand  of  his  own  friends  who 
stood  there  and  knew,  as  to  my  having  been  car- 
ried from  the  platform,  that  there  was  not  a 
word  of  truth  in  it. 

Judge  Douglas :   Didn't  they  carry  you  off? 

Mr.  Lincoln:  There;  that  question  illustrates 
the  character  of  this  man  Douglas  exactly.  He 
smiles  now  and  says,  "Didn't  they  carry  you 
off?"  But  he  said  then,  "He  had  to  be  carried 
off";  and  he  said  it  to  convince  the  country  that 
he  had  so  completely  broken  me  down  by  his 
speech  that  I  had  to  be  carried  away.  Now 
he  seeks  to  dodge  it,  and  asks,  "Didn't  they 
carry  you  off?"     Yes,  they  did.     But,  Judge 
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Douglas,  why  didn't  you  tell  the  truth?  I  would 
like  to  know  why  you  didn't  tell  the  truth  about 
it.  And  then  again,  "He  laid  up  seven  days." 
He  puts  this  in  print  for  the  people  of  the  coun- 
try to  read  as  a  serious  document.  I  think  if 
he  had  been  in  his  sober  senses  he  would  not 
have  risked  that  barefacedness  in  the  presence 
of  thousands  of  his  own  friends,  who  knew  that 
I  made  speeches  within  six  of  the  seven  days  at 
Henry,  Marshall  County;  Augusta,  Hancock 
County;  and  Macomb,  McDonough  County,  in- 
cluding all  the  necessary  travel  to  meet  him 
again  at  Freeport  at  the  end  of  the  six  days. 
Now,  I  say,  there  is  no  charitable  way  to  look 
at  that  statement,  except  to  conclude  that  he  is 
actually  crazy.  ^ 

There  is  another  thing  in  that  statement  that 
alarmed  me  very  greatly  as  he  states  it — that 
he  was  going  to  "trot  me  down  to  Egypt." 
Thereby  he  would  have  you  to  infer  that  I 
would  not  come  to  Egypt  unless  he  forced  me 
— that  I  could  not  be  got  here,  unless  he,  giant- 
like, had  hauled  me  down  here.  That  state- 
ment he  makes,  too,  in  the  teeth  of  the  knowl- 
edge that  I  made  the  stipulation  to  come  down 
here,  and  that  he  himself  had  been  very  reluc- 
tant to  enter  into  the  stipulation.  More  than 
all  this.  Judge  Douglas,  when  he  made  that 
statement,  must  have  been  crazy,  and  wholly 
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out  of  his  sober  senses,  or  else  he  would  have 
known  that,  when  he  got  me  down  here,  that 
promise — that  windy  promise — of  his  powers 
to  annihilate  me  wouldn't  amount  to  anything. 
Now,  how  little  do  I  look  like  being  carried 
away  trembling?  Let  the  judge  go  on,  and  after 
he  is  done  with  his  half  hour,  I  w^ant  you  all,  if 
I  can't  go  home  myself,  to  let  me  stay  and  rot 
here;  and  if  anything  happens  to  the  judge,  if 
I  cannot  carry  him  to  the  hotel  and  put  him  to 
bed,  let  me  stay  here  and  rot.  I  say,  then,  there 
is  something  extraordinary  in  this  statement.  I 
ask  you  if  you  know  any  other  living  man  who 
would  make  such  a  statement?  I  will  ask  my 
friend  Casey,  over  there,  if  he  would  do  such  a 
thing?  Would  he  send  that  out  and  have  his 
men  take  it  as  the  truth? 

Did  the  judge  talk  of  trotting  me  down  to 
Egypt  to  scarce  me  to  death?  Why,  I  know  this 
people  better  than  he  does.  I  was  raised  just  a 
little  east  of  here.  I  am  a  part  of  this  people. 
But  the  judge  was  raised  further  north,  and  per- 
haps he  has  some  horrid  idea  of  what  this 
people  might  be  induced  to  do.  But  really  I 
have  talked  about  this  matter  perhaps  longer 
than  I  ought,  for  it  is  no  great  thing,  and  yet 
the  smallest  are  often  the  most  difficult  things 
to  deal  with.  The  judge  has  set  about  seriously 
trying  to  make  the   impression  that  when  we 
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meet  at  different  places  I  am  literally  in  his 
clutches — that  I  am  a  poor,  helpless,  decrepit 
mouse,  and  that  I  can  do  nothing  at  all.  This 
is  one  of  the  ways  he  has  taken  to  create  that 
impression.  I  don't  know  any  other  way  to 
meet  it,  except  this.  I  don't  want  to  quarrel 
with  him, — to  call  him  a  liar, — but  when  I  come 
square  up  to  him  I  don't  know  what  else  to  call 
him,  if  I  must  tell  the  truth  out.  I  want  to  be 
at  peace,  and  reserve  all  my  fighting  powers  for 
necessary  occasions.  My  time,  now,  is  very 
nearly  out,  and  I  give  up  the  trifle  that  is  left 
to  the  judge  to  let  him  set  my  knees  trembling 
again — if  he  can. 
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Mr.  Douglas's  Rejoinder  in  the  Jonesboro  Joint 

Debate. 

MY  FRIENDS,  while  I  am  very  grate- 
ful to  you  for  the  enthusiasm  which 
you  show  for  me,  I  will  say  in  all  can- 
dor, that  your  quietness  will  be  much  more 
agreeable  than  your  applause,  inasmuch  as  you 
deprive  me  of  some  part  of  my  time  whenever 
you  cheer. 

I  will  commence  where  Mr.  Lincoln  left  off, 
and  make  a  remark  upon  this  serious  complaint 
of  his  about  my  speech  at  Joliet.  I  did  not  say 
there  in  a  playful  manner  that  when  I  put  these 
questions  to  Mr.  Lincoln  at  Ottawa,  he  failed  to 
answer,  and  that  he  trembled,  and  had  to  be  car- 
ried off  the  stand,  and  required  seven  days  to  get 
up  his  reply.  That  he  did  not  walk  off  from 
that  stand  he  will  not  deny.  That  when  the 
crowd  went  away  from  the  stand  with  me,  a  few 
persons  carried  him  home  on  their  shoulders 
and  laid  him  down,  he  will  admit.  I  wish  to 
say  to  you  that  whenever  I  degrade  my  friends 
and  myself  by  allowing  them  to  carry  me  on 
their  backs  along  through  the  public  streets, 
when  I  am  able  to  walk,  I  am  willing  to  be 
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deemed  crazy.  I  did  not  say  whether  I  beat 
him  or  he  beat  me  in  the  argument.  It  is  true 
I  put  these  questions  to  him,  and  I  put  them  not 
as  mere  idle  questions,  but  showed  that  I  based 
them  upon  the  creed  of  the  Black  Republican 
party,  as  declared  by  their  conventions  in  that 
portion  of  the  State  which  he  depends  upon  to 
elect  him,  and  desired  to  know  whether  he  in- 
dorsed that  creed.  He  would  not  answer. 
When  I  reminded  him  that  I  intended  bringing 
him  into  Egypt  and  renewing  my  questions  if 
he  refused  to  answer,  he  then  consulted,  and  did 
get  up  his  answers  one  week  after — answers 
which  I  may  refer  to  in  a  few  minutes,  and  show 
you  how  equivocal  they  are.  My  object  was  to 
make  him  avow  whether  or  not  he  stood  by  the 
platform  of  his  party;  the  resolutions  I  then 
read,  and  upon  which  I  based  my  questions,  had 
been  adopted  by  his  party  in  the  Galena  con- 
gressional district,  and  the  Chicago  and  Bloom- 
ington  congressional  districts,  composing  a  large 
majority  of  the  counties  in  this  State  that  give 
Republican  or  Abolition  majorities. 

Mr.  Lincoln  cannot  and  will  not  deny  that 
the  doctrines  laid  down  in  these  resolutions  were 
in  substance  put  forth  in  Lovejoy's  resolutions, 
which  were  voted  for  by  a  majority  of  his  party, 
some  of  them,  if  not  all,  receiving  the  support 
of  every  man  of  his  party.     Hence  I  laid  a  foun- 


1858]        Rejoinder  at  Jonesboro  73 

dation  for  my  questions  to  him  before  I  asked 
him  whether  that  was  or  was  not  the  platform 
of  his  party.  He  says  that  he  answered  my  ques- 
tions. One  of  them  was  whether  he  would  vote 
to  admit  any  more  slave-  States  into  the  Union. 
The  creed  of  the  Republican  party,  as  set  forth 
in  the  resolutions  of  their  various  conventions, 
was  that  they  would  under  no  circumstances  vote 
to  admit  another  slave  State.  It  was  put  forth 
in  the  Lovejoy  resolutions  in  the  legislature;  it 
was  put  forth  and  passed  in  a  majority  of  all  the 
counties  of  this  State  which  give  Abolition  or 
Republican  majorities,  or  elect  members  to  the 
legislature  of  that  school  of  politics.  I  had  a 
right  to  know  whether  he  would  vote  for  or 
against  the  admission  of  another  slave  State  in 
the  event  the  people  wanted  it.  He  first  an- 
swered that  he  was  not  pledged  on  the  subject, 
and  then  said: 

In  regard  to  the  other  question,  of  whether  I  am 
pledged  to  the  admission  of  any  more  slave  States 
into  the  Union,  I  state  to  you  very  frankly  that  I 
would  be  exceedingly  sorry  ever  to  be  put  in  the  posi- 
tion of  having  to  pass  on  that  question.  I  should  be 
exceedingly  glad  to  know  that  there  would  never  be 
another  slave  State  admitted  into  the  Union;  but  I 
must  add  that  if  slavery  shall  be  kept  out  of  the  Ter- 
ritories during  the  territorial  existence  of  any  one 
given  Territory,  and  then  the  people,  having  a  fair 
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chance  and  clear  field  when  they  come  to  adopt  a 
constitution,  do  such  an  extraordinary  thing  as  adopt 
a  slave  constitution,  uninfluenced  by  the  actual  pres- 
ence of  the  institution  among  them,  I  see  no  alterna- 
tive, if  we  own  the  country,  but  to  admit  them  into 
the  Union. 

Now  analyze  that  answer.  In  the  first  place 
he  says  he  would  be  exceedingly  sorry  to  be  put 
in  a  position  where  he  would  have  to  vote  on  the 
question  of  the  admission  of  a  slave  State.  Why 
is  he  a  candidate  for  the  Senate  if  he  would  be 
sorry  to  be  put  in  that  position?  I  trust  the  peo- 
ple of  Illinois  will  not  put  him  in  a  position 
which  he  would  be  so  sorry  to  occupy.  The 
next  position  he  takes  is  that  he  would  be  glad 
to  know  that  there  would  never  be  another  slave 
State,  yet,  in  certain  contingencies,  he  might 
have  to  vote  for  one.  What  is  that  contingency? 
"If  Congress  keeps  slavery  out  by  law  while  it 
is  a  Territory,  and  then  the  people  should  have 
a  fair  chance  and  should  adopt  slavery,  unin- 
fluenced by  the  presence  of  the  institution,"  he 
supposed  he  would  have  to  admit  the  State. 
Suppose  Congress  should  not  keep  slavery  out 
during  their  territorial  existence,  then  how 
would  he  vote  when  the  people  applied  for  ad- 
mission into  the  Union  with  a  slave  constitu- 
tion? That  he  does  not  answer,  and  that  is  the 
condition  of  every  Territory  we  have  now  got. 
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Slavery  is  not  kept  out  of  Kansas  by  act  of  Con- 
gress, and  when  I  put  the  question  to  Mr.  Lin- 
coln, whether  he  will  vote  for  the  admission 
with  or  without  slavery,  as  her  people  may  de- 
sire, he  will  not  answer,  and  you  have  not  got  an 
answer  from  him.  In  Nebraska  slavery  is  not 
prohibited  by  act  of  Congress,  but  the  people  are 
allowed,  under  the  Nebraska  bill,  to  do  as  they 
please  on  the  subject;  and  when  I  ask  him 
whether  he  will  vote  to  admit  Nebraska  with  a 
slave  constitution  if  her  people  desire  it,  he  will 
not  answer.  So  with  New  Mexico,  Washing- 
ton Territory,  Arizona,  and  the  four  new  States 
to  be  admitted  from  Texas.  You  cannot  get  an 
answer  from  him  to  these  questions.  His  an- 
swer only  applies  to  a  given  case,  to  a  condition 
— things  w^hich  he  knows  do  not  exist  in  any 
one  Territory  in  the  Union.  He  tries  to  give 
you  to  understand  that  he  would  allow  the  peo- 
ple to  do  as  they  please,  and  yet  he  dodges  the 
question  as  to  every  Territory  in  the  Union.  I 
now  ask  why  cannot  Mr.  Lincoln  answer  to  each 
of  these  Territories?  He  has  not  done  it,  and 
will  not  do  it.  The  Abolitionists  up  North  un- 
derstand that  this  answer  is  made  with  a  view 
of  not  committing  himself  on  any  one  Territory 
now  in  existence.  It  is  so  understood  there,  and 
you  cannot  expect  an  answer  from  him  on  a 
case  that  applies  to  any  one  Territory,  or  ap- 
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plies  to  the  new  States  which  by  compact  we  are 
pledged  to  admit  out  of  Texas,  when  they  have 
the  requisite  population  and  desire  admission. 
I  submit  to  you  whether  he  has  made  a  frank 
answer,  so  that  you  can  tell  how  he  would  vote 
in  any  one  of  these  cases.  "He  would  be  sorry 
to  be  put  in  the  position."  Why  would  he  be 
sorry  to  be  put  in  this  position  if  his  duty  re- 
quired him  to  give  the  vote?  If  the  people  of  a 
Territory  ought  to  be  permitted  to  come  into 
the  Union  as  a  State,  with  slavery  or  without  it, 
as  they  pleased,  why  not  give  the  vote  admitting 
them  cheerfully?  If  in  his  opinion  they  ought 
not  to  come  in  with  slavery,  even  if  they  wanted 
to,  why  not  say  that  he  would  cheerfully  vote 
against  their  admission?  His  intimation  is  that 
conscience  would  not  let  him  vote  '*No,"  and 
he  would  be  sorry  to  do  that  which  his  con- 
science would  compel  him  to  do  as  an  honest 
man. 

In  regard  to  the  contract  or  bargain  between 
Trumbull,  the  Abolitionists,  and  him,  which  he 
denies,  I  wish  to  say  that  the  charge  can  be 
proved  by  notorious  historical  facts.  Trumbull, 
Lovejoy,  Giddings,  Fred  Douglass,  Hale,  and 
Banks  were  traveling  the  State  at  that  time  mak- 
ing speeches  on  the  same  side  and  in  the  same 
cause  with  him.  He  contents  himself  with  the 
same  denial  that  no  such  thing  occurred.     Does 
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he  deny  that  he,  and  Trumbull,  and  Breese,  and 
Giddings,  and  Chase,  and  Fred  Douglass,  and 
Lovejoy,  and  all  those  Abolitionists  and  desert- 
ers from  the  Democratic  party,  did  make 
speeches  all  over  this  State  in  the  same  common 
cause?  Does  he  deny  that  Jim  Matheny  was 
then,  and  is  now,  his  confidential  friend,  and 
does  he  deny  that  Matheny  made  the  charge  of 
the  bargain  and  fraud  in  his  own  language,  as 
I  have  read  it  from  his  printed  speech?  Ma- 
theny spoke  of  his  own  personal  knowledge  of 
that  bargain  existing  between  Lincoln,  Trum- 
bull, and  the  Abolitionists.  He  still  remains 
Lincoln's  confidential  friend,  and  is  now  a  can- 
didate for  Congress,  and  is  canvassing  the 
Springfield  district  for  Lincoln.  I  assert  that 
Lean  prove  the  charge  to  be  true  in  detail  if  I 
can  ever  get  it  where  I  can  summon  and  com- 
pel the  attendance  of  witnesses.  I  have  the 
statement  of  another  man  to  the  same  effect  as 
that  made  by  Matheny,  which  I  am  not  per- 
mitted to  use  yet,  but  Jim  Matheny  is  a  good 
witness  on  that  point,  and  the  history  of  the 
country  is  conclusive  upon  it.  That  Lincoln 
up  to  that  time  had  been  a  Whig,  and  then  un- 
dertook to  Abolitionize  the  Whigs  and  bring 
them  into  the  Abolition  camp,  is  beyond  denial; 
that  Trumbull  up  to  that  time  had  been  a  Demo- 
crat, and  deserted,  and  undertook  to  Abolition- 
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ize  the  Democracy,  and  take  them  into  the  Abo- 
lition camp,  is  beyond  denial ;  that  they  are  both 
now  active,  leading,  distinguished  members  of 
this  Abolition  Republican  party,  in  full  com- 
munion, is  a  fact  that  cannot  be  questioned  or 
denied. 

But  Lincoln  is  not  willing  to  be  responsible 
for  the  creed  of  his  party.  He  complains  be- 
cause I  hold  him  responsible,  and  in  order  to 
avoid  the  issue  he  attempts  to  show  that  indi- 
viduals in  the  Democratic  party,  many  years  ago, 
expressed  Abolition  sentiments.  It  is  true  that 
Tom  Campbell,  when  a  candidate  for  Congress 
in  1850,  published  the  letter  which  Lincoln  read. 
When  I  asked  Lincoln  for  the  date  of  that  letter 
he  could  not  give  it.  The  date  of  the  letter  has 
been  suppressed  by  other  speakers  who  have 
used  it,  though  I  take  it  for  granted  that  Lin- 
coln did  not  know  the  date.  If  he  will  take  the 
trouble  to  examine,  he  will  find  that  the  letter 
w^as  published  only  two  days  before  the  election, 
and  was  never  seen  until  after  it,  except  in  one 
county.  Tom  Campbell  w^ould  have  been  beat 
to  death  by  the  Democratic  party  if  that  letter 
had  been  made  public  in  his  district.  As  to 
Molony,  it  is  true  that  he  uttered  sentiments  of 
the  kind  referred  to  by  Mr.  Lincoln,  and  the 
best  Democrats  would  not  vote  for  him  for  that 
reason.     I  returned  from  Washington  after  the 
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passage  of  the  compromise  measures  in  1850, 
and  when  I  found  Molony  running  under  John 
Wentworth's  tutelage,  and  on  his  platform,  I 
denounced  him,  and  declared  that  he  was  no 
Democrat.  In  my  speech  at  Chicago,  just  be- 
fore the  election  that  year,  I  went  before  the 
infuriated  people  of  that  city  and  vindicated 
the  compromise  measures  of  1850.  Remember, 
the  city  council  had  passed  resolutions  nullify- 
ing acts  of  Congress  and  instructing  the  police 
to  withhold  their  assistance  from  the  execution 
of  the  laws,  and  as  I  was  the  only  man  in 
the  city  of  Chicago  who  was  responsible 
for  the  passage  of  the  compromise  meas- 
ures, I  went  before  the  crowd,  justified  each 
and  every  one  of  those  measures,  and  let 
it  be  said  to  the  eternal  honor  of  the  peo- 
ple of  Chicago,  that  when  they  were  convinced 
by  my  exposition  of  those  measures  that  they 
were  right,  and  they  had  done  wrong  in  oppos- 
ing them,  they  repealed  their  nullifying  resolu- 
tions, and  declared  that  they  would  acquiesce 
in  and  support  the  laws  of  the  land.  These  facts 
are  well  known,  and  Mr.  Lincoln  can  only  get 
up  individual  instances,  dating  back  to  1849-50,. 
which  are  contradicted  by  the  whole  tenor  of 
the  Democratic  creed. 

But  Mr.  Lincoln  does  not  want  to  be  held  re- 
sponsible for  the  Black  Republican  doctrine  of 


8o  Stephen   A.    Douglas      [Sept.  15 

no  more  slave  States.  Farnsworth  is  the  candi- 
date of  his  party  to-day  in  the  Chicago  district, 
and  he  made  a  speech  in  the  last  Congress  in 
which  he  called  upon  God  to  palsy  his  right 
arm  if  he  ever  voted  for  the  admission  of  another 
slave  State,  whether  the  people  wanted  it  or  not. 
Lovejoy  is  making  speeches  all  over  the  State 
for  Lincoln  now,  and  taking  ground  against  any 
more  slave  States.  Washburne,  the  Black  Re- 
publican candidate  for  Congress  in  the  Galena 
district,  is  making  speeches  in  favor  of  this  same 
Abolition  platform  declaring  no  more  slave 
States.  Why  are  men  running  for  Congress  in 
the  northern  districts,  and  taking  that  Abolition 
platform  for  their  guide,  when  Mr.  Lincoln 
does  not  want  to  be  held  to  it  down  here  in 
Egypt  and  in  the  center  of  the  State,  and  objects 
to  it  so  as  to  get  votes  here.  Let  me  tell  Mr. 
Lincoln  that  his  party  in  the  northern  part  of 
the  State  hold  to  that  Abolition  platform,  and 
that  if  they  do  not  in  the  south  and  in  the  center, 
they  present  the  extraordinary  spectacle  of  a 
''house  divided  against  itself,"  and  hence  "can- 
not stand."  I  now  bring  down  upon  him  the 
vengeance  of  his  own  scripture  quotation,  and 
give  it  a  more  appropriate  application  than  he 
did,  when  I  say  to  him  that  his  party.  Abolition 
in  one  end  of  the  State  and  opposed  to  it  in  the 
other,  is  a  house  divided  against  itself,  and  can- 
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not  stand,  and  ought  not  to  stand,  for  it  attempts 
to  cheat  the  American  people  out  of  their  votes 
by  disguising  its  sentiments. 

Mr.  Lincoln  attempts  to  cover  up  and  get 
over  his  Abolitionism  by  telling  you  that  he  was 
raised  a  little  east  of  you,  beyond  the  Wabash 
in  Indiana,  and  he  thinks  that  makes  a  mighty 
sound  and  good  man  of  him  on  all  these  ques- 
tions. I  do  not  know  that  the  place  where  a 
man  is  born  or  raised  has  much  to  do  with  his 
political  principles.  The  worst  Abolitionists  I 
have  ever  known  in  Illinois  have  been  men  who 
have  sold  their  slaves  in  Alabama  and  Kentucky, 
and  have  come  here  and  turned  Abolitionists 
while  spending  the  money  got  for  the  negroes 
they  sold,  and  I  do  not  know  that  an  Abolition- 
ist from  Indiana  or  Kentucky  ought  to  have  any 
more  credit  because  he  was  born  and  raised 
among  slaveholders.  I  do  not  know  that  a  na- 
tive of  Kentucky  is  more  excusable  because 
raised  among  slaves;  his  father  and  mother  hav- 
ing owned  slaves,  he  comes  to  Illiniois,  turns 
Abolitionist,  and  slanders  the  graves  of  his  fa- 
ther and  mother,  and  breathes  curses  upon  the 
institutions  under  which  he  was  born,  and  his 
father  and  mother  bred.  True,  I  was  not  born 
out  West  here.  I  was  born  away  down  in 
Yankee  land ;  I  was  born  in  a  valley  in  Vermont, 
with  the  high  mountains  around  me.     I  love 
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the  old  green  mountains  and  valleys  of  Ver- 
mont, where  I  was  born,  and  where  I  played  in 
my  childhood.  I  went  up  to  visit  them  some 
seven  or  eight  years  ago,  for  the  first  time  for 
twenty  odd  years.  When  I  got  there  they  treat- 
ed me  very  kindly.  They  invited  me  to  the 
commencement  of  their  college,  placed  me  on 
the  seats  with  their  distinguished  guests,  and 
conferred  upon  me  the  degree  of  LL.  D.  in 
Latin  (doctor  of  laws),  the  same  as  they  did 
Old  Hickory,  at  Cambridge,  many  years  ago, 
and  I  give  you  my  word  and  honor  I  under- 
stood just  as  much  of  the  Latin  as  he  did.  When 
they  got  through  conferring  the  honorary  de- 
gree, they  called  upon  me  for  a  speech,  and  I 
got  up  with  my  heart  full  and  swelling  with 
gratitude  for  their  kindness,  and  I  said  to  them, 
"My  friends,  Vermont  is  the  most  glorious  spot 
on  the  face  of  this  globe  for  a  man  to  be  born 
in,  provided  he  emigrates  when  he  is  very 
young." 

I  emigrated  when  I  was  very  young.  I  came 
out  here  when  I  was  a  boy,  and  found  my  mind 
liberalized,  and  my  opinions  enlarged  when  I 
got  on  these  broad  prairies,  with  only  the  heav- 
ens to  bound  my  vision,  instead  of  having  them 
circumscribed  by  the  little  narrow  ridges  that 
surrounded  the  valley  where  I  was  born.  But 
I  discard  all  flings  at  the  land  where  a  man  was 
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born.  I  wish  to.  be  judged  by  my  principles, 
by  those  great  public  measures  and  constitutional 
principles  upon  which  the  peace,  the  happiness, 
and  the  perpetuity  of  this  republic  now  rests. 

Mr.  Lincoln  has  framed  another  question, 
propounded  it  to  me,  and  desired  my  answer. 
As  I  have  said  before,  I  did  not  put  a  question 
to  him  that  I  did  not  first  lay  a  foundation  for 
by  showing  that  it  was  a  part  of  the  platform  of 
the  party  whose  votes  he  is  now  seeking,  adopted 
in  a  majority  of  the  counties  where  he  now 
hopes  to  get  a  majority,  and  supported  by  the 
candidates  of  his  party  now  running  in  those 
counties.  But  I  will  answer  his  question.  It 
is  as  follows:  "If  the  slaveholding  citizens  of 
a  United  States  Territory  should  need  and  de- 
mand congressional  legislation  for  the  protec- 
tion of  their  slave  property  in  such  Territory, 
would  you,  as  a  member  of  Congress,  vote  for 
or  against  such  legislation?"  I  answer  him  that 
it  is  a  fundamental  article  in  the  Democratic 
creed  that  there  should  be  non-interference 
and  non-intervention  by  Congress  with  slavery 
in  the  States  or  Territories.  Mr.  Lincoln  could 
have  found  an  answer  to  his  question  in  the 
Cincinnati  platform,  if  he  had  desired  it.  The 
Democratic  party  have  always  stood  by  that 
great  principle  of  non-interference  and  non-in- 
tervention   by    Congress    with    slavery   in   the 
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States  or  Territories  alike,  and  I  stand  on  that 
platform  now. 

Now  I  desire  to  call  your  attention  to  the  fact 
that  Lincoln  did  not  define  his  own  position  in 
his  own  question.  How  does  he  stand  on  that 
question?  He  put  the  question  to  me  at  Free- 
port  whether  or  not  I  would  vote  to  admit  Kan- 
sas into  the  Union  before  she  had  93,420  inhab- 
itants. I  answered  him  at  once  that  it  having 
been  decided  that  Kansas  had  now  population 
enough  for  a  slave  State,  she  had  population 
enough  for  a  free  State. 

I  answered  the  question  unequivocally,  and 
then  I  asked  him  whether  he  would  vote  for  or 
against  the  admission  of  Kansas  before  she  had 
93,420  inhabitants,  and  he  would  not  answer  me. 
To-day  he  has  called  attention  to  the  fact  that, 
in  his  opinion,  my  answer  on  that  question  was 
not  quite  plain  enough,  and  yet  he  has  not  an- 
swered it  himself.  He  now  puts  a  question  in 
relation  to  congressional  interference  in  the  Ter- 
ritories to  me.  I  answer  him  direct,  and  yet  he 
has  not  answered  the  question  himself.  I  ask 
you  whether  a  man  has  any  right,  in  common 
decency,  to  put  questions,  in  these  public  dis- 
cussions, to  his  opponent,  which  he  will  not  an- 
swer himself  when  they  are  pressed  home  to 
him?  I  have  asked  him  three  times,  whether 
he  would  vote  to  admit  Kansas  whenever  the 
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people  applied  with  a  constitution  of  their  own 
making  and  their  own  adoption,  under  circum- 
stances that  were  fair,  just,  and  unexceptionable, 
but  I  cannot  get  an  answer  from  him.  Nor  will 
he  answer  the  question  which  he  put  to  me,  and 
which  I  have  just  answered,  in  relation  to  con- 
gressional interference  in  the  Territories,  by 
making  a  slave  code  there. 

It  is  true  that  he  goes  on  to  answer  the  ques- 
tion by  arguing  that  under  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  it  is  the  duty  of  a  man  to  vote 
for  a  slave  code  in  the  Territories.  He  says  that 
it  is  his  dutv,  under  the  decision  that  the  court 
has  made,  and  if  he  believes  in  that  decision  he 
would  be  a  perjured  man  if  he  did  not  give  the 
vote.  I  want  to  know  whether  he  is  not  bound 
to  a  decision  which  is  contrary  to  his  opinions 
just  as  much  as  to  one  in  accordance  with  his 
opinions.  If  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
the  tribunal  created  by  the  Constitution  to  de- 
cide the  question,  is  final  and  binding,  is  he  not 
bound  by  it  just  as  strongly  as  if  he  was  for  it 
instead  of  against  it  originally?  Is  every  man 
in  this  land  allowed  to  resist  decisions  he  does 
not  like,  and  only  support  those  that  meet  his 
approval?  What  are  important  courts  worth 
unless  their  decisions  are  binding  on  all  good 
citizens?  It  is  the  fundamental  principle  of  the 
judiciary  that  its  decisions  are  final.     It  is  ere- 
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ated  for  that  purpose,  so  that  when  you  cannot 
agree  among  yourselves  on  a  disputed  point  you 
appeal  to  the  judicial  tribunal,  which  steps  in 
and  decides  for  you,  and  that  decision  is  then 
binding  on  every  good  citizen.  It  is  the  law  of 
the  land  just  as  much  with  Mr.  Lincoln  against 
it  as  for  it.  And  yet  he  says  ff  that  decision  is 
binding  he  is  a  perjured  man  if  he  does  not  vote 
for  a  slave  code  in  the  different  Territories  of 
this  Union.  Well,  if  you  [turning  to  Mr.  Lin- 
coln] are  not  going  to  resist  the  decision,  if  you 
obey  it,  and  do  not  intend  to  array  mob  law 
against  the  constituted  authorities,  then  accord- 
ing to  your  own  statement,  you  will  be  a  per- 
jured man  if  you  do  not  vote  to  establish  slavery 
in  these  Territories.  My  doctrine  is,  that  even 
taking  Mr.  Lincoln's  view  that  the  decision 
recognizes  the  right  of  a  man  to  carry  his  slaves 
into  the  Territories  of  the  United  States,  if  he 
pleases,  yet  after  he  gets  there  he  needs  affirma- 
tive law  to  make  that  right  of  any  value.  The 
same  doctrine  not  only  applies  to  slave  prop- 
erty, but  all  other  kinds  of  property.  Chief 
Justice  Taney  places  it  upon  the  ground  that 
slave  property  is  on  an  equal  footing  with  other 
property.  Suppose  one  of  your  merchants 
should  move  to  Kansas  and  open  a  liquor-store; 
he  has  a  right  to  take  groceries  and  liquors  there, 
but  the  mode  of  selling  them,  and  the  circum- 
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stances  under  which  they  shall  be  sold,  and  all 
the  remedies,  must  be  prescribed  by  local  legis- 
lation, and  if  that  is  unfriendly  it  will  drive  him 
out  just  as  eflfectually  as  if  there  was  a  constitu- 
tional provision  against  the  sale  of  liquor.  So 
the  absence  of  local  legislation  to  encourage  and 
support  slave  property  in  a  Territory  excludes 
it  practically  just  as  effectually  as  if  there  was 
a  positive  constitutional  provision  against  it. 
Hence  I  assert  that  under  the  Dred  Scott  de- 
cision you  cannot  maintain  slavery  a  day  in  a 
Territory  where  there  is  an  unwilling  people 
and  unfriendly  legislation.  If  the  people  are 
opposed  to  it,  our  right  is  a  barren,  worthless, 
useless  right;  and  if  they  are  for  it,  they  will 
support  and  encourage  it.  We  come  right  back, 
therefore,  to  the  practical  question,  if  the  people 
of  a  Territory  want  slavery  they  will  have  it, 
and  if  they  do  not  want  it  you  cannot  force  it 
on  them.  And  this  is  the  practical  question, 
the  great  principle,  upon  which  our  institutions 
rest. 

I  am  willing  to  take  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  as  it  was  pronounced  by  that 
august  tribunal,  without  stopping  to  inquire 
whether  I  would  have  decided  that  way  or  not. 
I  have  had  many  a  decision  made  against  me 
on  questions  of  law  which  I  did  not  like,  but  I 
was  bound  by  them  just  as  much  as  if  I  had  had 
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a  hand  in  making  them,  and  approved  them. 
Did  you  ever  see  a  lawyer  or  a  client  lose  his 
case  that  he  approved  the  decision  of  the  court? 
They  always  think  the  decision  unjust  when  it 
is  given  against  them.  In  a  government  of  laws 
like  ours  we  must  sustain  the  Constitution  as 
our  fathers  made  it,  and  maintain  the  rights  of 
the  States  as  they  are  guaranteed  under  the  Con- 
stitution, and  then  we  will  have  peace  and  har- 
mony between  the  different  States  and  sections 
of  this  glorious  Union. 

Fragment:  Notes  for  Speeches,  [September 

i6?]  1858 

I  believe  the  declaration  that  "all  men  are 
created  equal"  is  the  great  fundamental  princi- 
ple upon  which  our  free  institutions  rest.  That 
negro  slavery  is  violative  of  that  principle;  but 
that  by  our  form  of  government  that  principle 
has  not  been  made  one  of  legal  obligation.  That 
by  our  form  of  government  the  States  which 
have  slavery  are  to  retain  or  disuse  it,  at  their 
own  pleasure;  and  that  all  others — individuals, 
free  States,  and  National  Government — are  con- 
stitutionally bound  to  leave  them  alone  about  it. 
That  our  government  was  thus  framed  because 
of  the  necessity  springing  from  the  actual  pres- 
ence of  slavery  when  it  was  formed. 
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Globe  Tavern,  Springfield,  Illinois 

Where   Mr.    and   Mrs.    Lincoln  began  housekeeping  in    1842,    and 

Robert   T.    was  born. 
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Fourth  Joint  Debate  at  Charleston,  Illi- 
nois, September  18,  1858 

Mr.  Lincoln's  Opening  Speech. 

LADIES  AND  GENTLEMEN:  It  will 
be  very  difficult  for  an  audience  so  large 
as  this  to  hear  distinctly  what  a  speaker 
says,  and  consequently  it  is  important  that  as 
profound  silence  be  preserved  as  possible. 

While  I  was  at  the  hotel  to-day,  an  elderly 
gentleman  called  upon  me  to  know  whether  I 
was  really  in  favor  of  producing  a  perfect  equal- 
ity between  the  negroes  and  white  people. 
While  I  had  not  proposed  to  myself  on  this  oc- 
casion to  say  much  on  that  subject,  yet  as  the 
question  was  asked  me  I  thought  I  would  oc- 
cupy perhaps  five  minutes  in  saying  something 
in  regard  to  it.  I  will  say  then  that  I  am  not, 
nor  ever  have  been,  in  favor  of  bringing  about 
in  any  way  the  social  and  political  equality  of 
the  white  and  black  races — that  I  am  not,  nor 
ever  have  been,  in  favor  of  making  voters  or 
jurors  of  negroes,  nor  of  qualifying  them  to  hold 
office,  nor  to  intermarry  with  white  people;  and 
I  will  say  in  addition  to  this  that  there  is  a  phys- 
ical  dif^ference   between   the   white   and   black 
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races  which  I  believe  will  forever  forbid  the 
nvo  races  living  together  on  terms  of  social  and 
political  equality.     And  inasmuch  as  they  can- 
not so  live,  while  they  do  remain  together  there 
must  be  the  position  of  superior  and  inferior, 
and  I  as  much  as  any  other  man  am  in  favor  of 
having  the   superior   position    assigned   to   the 
white  race.     I  say  upon  this  occasion  I  do  not 
perceive  that  because  the  white  man  is  to  have 
the  superior  position  the  negro  should  be  denied 
everything.     I  do  not  understand  that  because 
I  do  not  want  a  negro  woman  for  a  slave  I  must 
necessarily  want  her  for  a  wife.     My  under- 
standing is  that  I  can  just  let  her  alone.     I  am 
now  in  my  fiftieth  year,  and  I  certainly  never 
have  had  a  black  woman  for  either  a  slave  or  a 
wife.    So  it  seems  to  me  quite  possible  for  us  to 
get  along  without  making  either  slaves  or  wives 
of  negroes.    I  will  add  to  this  that  I  have  never 
seen,  to  my  knowledge,  a  man,  woman,  or  child 
who  was  in  favor  of  producing  a  perfect  equali- 
ty,  social   and  political,   between    negroes   and 
white  men.     I  recollect  of  but  one  distinguished 
instance  that  I  ever  heard  of  so  frequently  as  to 
be  entirely  satisfied  of  its  correctness,  and  that  is 
the  case  of  Judge  Douglas's  old  friend  Colonel 
Richard  M.  Johnson.     I  will  also  add  to  the  re- 
marks I  have  made  (for  I  am  not  going  to  enter 
at  large  upon  this  subject),  that  I  have  never 
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had  the  least  apprehension  that  I  or  my  friends 
would  marry  negroes  if  there  was  no  law  to  keep 
them  from  it;  but  as  Judge  Douglas  and  his 
friends  seem  to  be  in  great  apprehension  that 
they  might,  if  there  was  no  law  to  keep  them 
from  it,  I  give  him  the  most  solemn  pledge  that 
I  will  to  the  very  last  stand  by  the  law  of  this 
State,  which  forbids  the  marrying  of  white  peo- 
ple with  negroes.  I  will  add  one  further  word, 
which  is  this :  that  I  do  not  understand  that  there 
is  any  place  where  an  alteration  of  the  social  and 
political  relations  of  the  negro  and  the  white 
man  can  be  made  except  in  the  State  legislature 
— not  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States;  and 
as  I  do  not  really  apprehend  the  approach  of 
any  such  thing  myself,  and  as  Judge  Douglas 
seems  to  be  in  constant  horror  that  some  such 
danger  is  rapidly  approaching,  I  propose,  as  the 
best  means  to  prevent  it,  that  the  judge  be  kept 
at  home  and  placed  in  the  State  legislature  to 
fight  the  measure.  I  do  not  propose  dwelling 
longer  at  this  time  on  the  subject. 

When  Judge  Trumbull,  our  other  senator  in 
Congress,  returned  to  Illinois  in  the  month  of 
August,  he  made  a  speech  at  Chicago,  in  which 
he  made  what  may  be  called  a  charge  against 
Judge  Douglas,  which  I  understand  proved  to 
be  very  ofifensive  to  him.  The  judge  was  at 
that  time  out  upon  one  of  his  speaking  tours 
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through  the  country,  and  when  the  news  of  it 
reached  him,  as  I  am  informed,  he  denounced 
Judge  Trumbull  in  rather  harsh  terms  for  hav- 
ing said  what  he  did  in  regard  to  the  matter.  I 
was  traveling  at  that  time,  and  speaking  at  the 
same  places  with  Judge  Douglas  on  subsequent 
days,  and  when  I  heard  of  what  Judge  Trum- 
bull had  said  of  Douglas,  and  what  Douglas 
had  said  back  again,  I  felt  that  I  was  in  a  posi- 
tion where  I  could  not  remain  entirely  silent 
in  regard  to  the  matter.  Consequently,  upon 
two  or  three  occasions  I  alluded  to  it,  and  al- 
luded to  it  in  no  other  wise  than  to  say  that  in 
regard  to  the  charge  brought  by  Trumbull 
against  Douglas,  I  personally  knew  nothing,  and 
sought  to  say  nothing  about  it — that  I  did  per- 
sonally know  Judge  Trumbull — that  I  believed 
him  to  be  a  man  of  veracity — that  I  believed 
him  to  be  a  man  of  capacity  sufficient  to  know 
very  well  whether  an  assertion  he  was  making, 
as  a  conclusion  drawn  from  a  set  of  facts,  was 
true  or  false;  and  as  a  conclusion  of  my  own 
from  that,  I  stated  it  as  my  belief,  if  Trumbull 
should  ever  be  called  upon,  he  would  prove 
everything  he  had  said.  I  said  this  upon  two 
or  three  occasions.  Upon  a  subsequent  occa- 
sion, Judge  Trumbull  spoke  again  before  an 
audience  at  Alton,  and  upon  that  occasion  not 
only  repeated  his  charge  against  Douglas,  but 
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arrayed  the  evidence  he  relied  upon  to  sub- 
stantiate it.  This  speech  was  published  at 
length,  and  subsequently  at  Jacksonville  Judge 
Douglas  alluded  to  the  matter.  In  the  course 
of  his  speech,  and  near  the  close  of  it,  he  stated 
in  regard  to  myself  what  I  will  now  read: 
''Judge  Douglas  proceeded  to  remark  that  he 
should  not  hereafter  occupy  his  time  in  refuting 
such  charges  made  by  Trumbull,  but  that  Lin- 
coln having  indorsed  the  cliaracter  of  Trum- 
bull for  veracity,  he  should  hold  him  (Lincoln) 
responsible  for  the  slanders."  I  have  done  sim- 
ply what  I  have  told  you,  to  subject  me  to  this 
invitation  to  notice  the  charge.  I  now  wish  to 
say  that  it  had  not  originally  been  my  purpose 
to  discuss  that  matter  at  all.  But  inasmuch  as 
it  seems  to  be  the  wish  of  Judge  Douglas  to  hold 
me  rerponsible  for  it,  then  for  once  in  my  life  I 
will  play  General  Jackson,  and  to  the  just  ex- 
tent I  take  the  responsibility. 

I  wish  to  say  at  the  beginning  that  I  will  hand 
to  the  reporters  that  portion  of  Judge  Trum- 
bull's Alton  speech  which  was  devoted  to  this; 
matter,  and  also  that  portion  of  Judge  Doug- 
las's speech  made  at  Jacksonville  in  answer  to 
it.  I  shall  thereby  furnish  the  readers  of  this 
debate  with  the  complete  discussion  between 
Trumbull  and  Douglas.  I  cannot  now  read 
them,  for  the  reason  that  it  would  take  half  of 
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my  first  hour  to  do  so.  I  can  only  make  some 
comments  upon  them.  Trumbull's  charge  is  in 
the  following  words:  "Now,  the  charge  is,  that 
there  was  a  plot  entered  into  to  have  a  constitu- 
tion formed  in  Kansas,  and  put  in  force,  without 
giving  the  people  an  opportunity  to  vote  upon 
it,  and  that  Mr.  Douglas  w^as  in  the  plot."  I 
will  state,  without  quoting  further,  for  all  will 
have  an  opportunity  of  reading  it  hereafter,  that 
Judge  Trumbull  brings  forward  what  he  re- 
gards as  sufficient  evidence  to  substantiate  this 
charge. 

It  will  be  perceived  Judge  Trumbull  shows 
that  Senator  Bigler,  upon  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate, had  declared  there  had  been  a  conference 
among  the  senators,  in  which  conference  it  was 
determined  to  have  an  Enabling  Act  passed  for 
the  people  of  Kansas  to  form  a  constitution  un- 
der; and  in  this  conference  it  was  agreed  among 
them  that  it  was  best  not  to  have  a  provision  for 
submitting  the  constitution  to  a  vote  of  the  peo- 
ple after  it  should  be  formed.  He  then  brings 
forward  evidence  to  show,  and  showing,  as  he 
deemed,  that  Judge  Douglas  reported  the  bill 
back  to  the  Senate  with  that  clause  stricken  out. 
He  then  shows  that  there  was  a  new  clause  in- 
serted in  the  bill,  which  would  in  its  nature 
prevent  a  reference  of  the  constitution  back  for 
a  vote  of  the  people — if,  indeed,  upon  a  mere 
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silence  in  the  law,  it  could  be  assumed  that  they 
had  the  right  to  vote  upon  it.  These  are  the 
general  statements  that  he  has  made. 

I  propose  to  examine  the  points  in  Judge 
Douglas's  speech,  in  which  he  attempts  to  an- 
swer that  speech  of  Judge  Trumbull's.  When 
you  come  to  examine  Judge  Douglas's  speech, 
you  will  find  that  the  first  point  he  makes  is: 
"Suppose  it  were  true  that  there  was  such  a 
change  in  the  bill,  and  that  I  struck  it  out — is 
that  a  proof  of  a  plot  to  force  a  constitution 
upon  them  against  their  will?"  His  striking  out 
such  a  provision,  if  there  was  such  a  one  in  the 
bill,  he  argues,  does  not  establish  the  proof  that 
it  was  stricken  out  for  the  purpose  of  robbing 
the  people  of  that  right.  I  would  say,  in  the 
first  place,  that  that  would  be  a  most  manifest 
reason  for  it.  It  is  true,  as  Judge  Douglas 
states,  that  many  territorial  bills  have  passed 
without  having  such  a  provision  in  them.  I  be- 
lieve it  is  true,  though  I  am  not  certain,  that  in 
some  instances  constitutions  framed  under  such 
bills  have  been  submitted  to  a  vote  of  the  people, 
with  the  law  silent  upon  the  subject;  but  it  does 
not  appear  that  they  once  had  their  enabling 
acts  framed  with  an  express  provision  for  sub- 
mitting the  constitution  to  be  framed  to  a  vote 
of  the  people,  and  then  that  it  was  stricken  out 
when  Congress  did  not  mean  to  alter  the  effect 
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of  the  law.     That  there  have  been  bills  which 
never  had  the  provision  in,  I  do  not  question; 
but  when  was  that  provision  taken  out  of  one 
that  it  was  in?     More  especially  does  this  evi- 
dence tend  to  prove  the  proposition  that  Trum- 
bull advanced,  when  we  remember  that  the  pro- 
vision was  stricken  out  of  the  bill  almost  simul- 
taneously with  the  time  that  Bigler  says  there 
was  a  conference  among  certain  senators,  and  in 
which  it  was  agreed  that  a  bill  should  be  passed 
leaving  that  out.     Judge  Douglas,  in  answering 
Trumbull,  omits  to  attend  to  the  testimony  of 
Bigler,  that  there  was  a  meeting  in  which  it  was 
agreed  they  should  so  frame  the  bill  that  there 
should  be  no  submission  of  the  constitution  to  a 
vote  of  the  people.     The  judge  does  not  notice 
this  part  of  it.     If  you  take  this  as  one  piece  of 
evidence,  and  then  ascertain  that  simultaneously 
Judge  Douglas  struck  out  a  provision  that  did 
not  require  it  to  be  submitted,  and  put  the  two 
together,  I  think  it  will  make  a  pretty  fair  show 
of  proof  that  Judge  Douglas  did,  as  Trumbull 
says,  enter  into  a  plot  to  put  in  force  a  consti- 
tution for  Kansas  without  giving  the  people  any 
opportunity  of  voting  upon  it. 

But  I  must  hurry  on.  The  next  proposition 
that  Judge  Douglas  puts  is  this:  "But  upon  ex- 
amination it  turns  out  that  the  Toombs  bill  never 
did  contain  a  clause  requiring  the  constitution 
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to  be  submitted."  This  is  a  mere  question  of 
fact,  and  can  be  determined  by  evidence.  I  only 
want  to  ask  this  question — why  did  not  Judge 
Douglas  say  that  these  words  were  not  stricken 
out  of  the  Toombs  bill,  or  this  bill  from  which 
it  is  alleged  the  provision  was  stricken  out — a 
bill  which  goes  by  the  name  of  Toombs,  because 
he  originally  brought  it  forward?  I  ask  why, 
if  the  judge  wanted  to  make  a  direct  issue  with 
Trumbull,  did  he  not  take  the  exact  proposition 
Trumbull  made  in  his  speech,  and  say  it  was 
not  stricken  out?  Trumbull  has  given  the  exact 
words  that  he  says  were  in  the  Toombs  bill,  and 
he  alleges  that  when  the  bill  came  back,  they 
were  stricken  out.  Judge  Douglas  does  not  say 
that  the  words  which  Trumbull  savs  were  strick- 
en  out,  were  not  stricken  out,  but  he  says  there 
was  no  provision  in  the  Toombs  bill  to  submit 
the  constitution  to  a  vote  of  the  people.  We  see 
at  once  that  he  is  merely  making  an  issue  upon 
the  meaning  of  the  words.  He  has  not  under- 
taken to  say  that  Trumbull  tells  a  lie  about  these 
words  being  stricken  out;  but  he  is  really,  when 
pushed  up  to  it,  only  taking  an  issue  upon  the 
meaning  of  the  words.  Now,  then,  if  there  be 
any  issue  upon  the  meaning  of  the  words,  or  if 
there  be  upon  the  question  of  fact  as  to  whether 
these  words  were  stricken  out,  T  have  before  me 
what  I  suppose  to  be  a  genuine  copy  of  the 
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Toombs  bill,  in  which  it  can  be  shown  that  the 
words  Trumbull  says  were  in  it,  were,  in  fact, 
originally  there.  If  there  be  any  dispute  upon 
the  fact,  I  have  got  the  documents  here  to  show 
they  were  there.  If  there  be  any  controversy 
upon  the  sense  of  the  words — whether  these 
words  which  were  stricken  out  really  constituted 
a  provision  for  submitting  the  matter  to  a  vote 
of  the  people,  as  that  is  a  matter  of  argument,  I 
think  I  may  as  well  use  Trumbull's  own  argu- 
ment. He  says  that  the  proposition  is  in  these 
w^ords: 

That  the  following  propositions  be,  and  the  same 
are  hereby,  offered  to  the  said  convention  of  the  peo- 
ple of  Kansas,  when  formed,  for  their  free  acceptance 
or  rejection;  which,  if  accepted  by  the  convention 
and  ratified  by  the  people  at  the  election  for  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitution,  shall  be  obllgatoi-y  upon  the 
United  States  and  the  said  State  of  Kansas. 

Now,  Trumbull  alleges  that  these  last  words 
were  stricken  out  of  the  bill  when  it  came  back, 
and  he  said  this  was  a  provision  for  submitting 
the  constitution  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  and  his 
argument  is  this:  "Would  it  have  been  possible 
to  ratify  the  land  propositions  at  the  election  for 
the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  unless  such  an 
election  was  to  be  held?"  That  is  TrumbulTs 
argument.     Now,  Judge  Douglas  does  not  meet 
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the  charge  at  all,  but  stands  up  and  says  there 
was  no  such  proposition  in  that  bill  for  sub- 
mitting the  constitution  to  be  framed  to  a  vote 
of  the  people.  Trumbull  admits  that  the  lan- 
guage is  not  a  direct  provision  for  submitting  it, 
but  it  is  a  provision  necessarily  implied  from 
another  provision.  He  asks  you  how  it  is  pos- 
sible to  ratify  the  land  proposition  at  the  election 
for  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  if  there  was 
no  election  to  be  held  for  the  adoption  of  the 
constitution.  And  he  goes  on  to  show  that  it  is 
not  any  less  a  law  because  the  provision  is  put  in 
that  indirect  shape  than  it  would  be  if  it  was 
put  directly.  But  I  presume  I  have  said 
enough  to  draw  attention  to  this  point,  and  I 
pass  it  by  also. 

Another  one  of  the  points  that  Judge  Doug- 
las makes  upon  Trumbull,  and  at  very  great 
length,  is  that  Trumbull,  while  the  bill  was 
pending,  said  in  a  speech  in  the  Senate  that  he 
supposed  the  constitution  to  be  made  would 
have  to  be  submitted  to  the  people.  He  asks, 
if  Trumbull  thought  so  then,  what  ground  is 
there  for  anybody  thinking  otherwise  now? 
Fellow-citizens,  this  much  may  be  said  in  re- 
ply: That  bill  had  been  in  the  hands  of  a  party 
to  which  Trumbull  did  not  belong.  It  had 
been  in  the  hands  of  the  committee  at  the  head 
of  which  Judge  Douglas  stood.     Trumbull  per- 
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haps  had  a  printed  copy  of  the  original  Toombs 
bill.  I  have  not  the  evidence  on  that  point,  ex- 
cept a  sort  of  inference  I  draw  from  the  general 
course  of  business  there.  What  alterations,  or 
what  provisions  in  the  way  of  altering,  were 
going  on  in  committee,  Trumbull  had  no  means 
of  knowing,  until  the  altered  bill  was  reported 
back.  Soon  afterward,  when  it  was  reported 
back,  there  was  a  discussion  over  it,  and  per-, 
haps  Trumbull  in  reading  it  hastily  in  the 
altered  form  did  not  perceive  all  the  bearings 
of  the  alterations.  He  was  hastily  borne  into 
the  debate,  and  it  does  not  follow  that  because 
there  was  something  in  it  Trumbull  did  not 
perceive,  that  something  did  not  exist.  More 
than  this,  is  it  true  that  what  Trumbull  did  can 
have  any  effect  on  what  Douglas  did?  Sup- 
pose Trumbull  had  been  in  the  plot  with  these 
other  men,  would  that  let  Douglas  out  of  it? 
Would  it  exonerate  Douglas  that  Trumbull 
did  n't  then  perceive  he  w^as  in  the  plot?  He 
also  asks  the  question:  Why  did  n't  Trumbull 
propose  to  amend  the  bill  if  he  thought  it 
needed  any  amendment?  Why,  I  believe  that 
everything  Judge  Trumbull  had  proposed,  par- 
ticularly in  connection  with  this  question  of 
Kansas  and  Nebraska,  since  he  had  been  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  had  been  promptly  voted 
down  by  Judge  Douglas  and  his  friends.     He 
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had  no  promise  that  an  amendment  offered  by 
him  to  anything  on  this  subject  would  receive 
the  slightest  consideration.  Judge  Trumbull 
did  bring  the  notice  of  the  Senate  at  that  time 
to  the  fact  that  there  was  no  provision  for  sub- 
mitting the  constitution  about  to  be  made  for 
the  people  of  Kansas,  to  a  vote  of  the  people. 
I  believe  I  may  venture  to  say  that  Judge  Doug- 
las made  some  reply  to  this  speech  of  Judge 
Trumbull's,  but  he  never  noticed  that  part  of 
it  at  all.  And  so  the  thing  passed  by.  I  think, 
then,  the  fact  that  Judge  Trumbull  ofifered  no 
amendment,  does  not  throw  much  blame  upon 
him;  and  if  it  did,  it  does  not  reach  the  ques- 
tion of  fact  as  to  what  Judge  Douglas  was 
doing.  I  repeat  that  if  Trumbull  had  himself 
been  in  the  plot,  it  would  not  at  all  relieve  the 
others  who  were  in  it  from  blame.  If  I  should 
be  indicted  for  murder,  and  upon  the  trial  it 
should  be  discovered  that  I  had  been  impli- 
cated in  that  murder,  but  that  the  prosecuting 
witness  was  guilty  too,,  that  would  not  at  all 
touch  the  question  of  my  crime.  It  would  be 
no  relief  to  my  neck  that  they  discovered  this 
other  man  who  charged  the  crime  upon  me  to 
be  guilty  too. 

Another  one  of  the  points  Judge  Douglas 
makes  upon  Judge  Trumbull  is  that  when  he 
spoke  in  Chicago  he  made  his  charge  to  rest 
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upon  the  fact  that  the  bill  had  the  provision 
in  it  for  submitting  the  constitution  to  a  vote 
of  the  people,  when  it  went  into  his  (Judge 
Douglas's)  hands,  that  it  was  missing  when  he 
reported  it  to  the  Senate,  and  that  in  a  public 
speech  he  had  subsequently  said  the  alteration 
in  the  bill  was  made  while  it  was  in  committee, 
and  that  they  were  made  in  consultation  be- 
tween him  (Judge  Douglas)  and  Toombs. 
And  Judge  Douglas  goes  on  to  comment  upon 
the  fact  of  Trumbull's  adducing  in  his  Alton 
speech  the  proposition  that  the  bill  not  only 
came  back  with  that  proposition  stricken  out, 
but  with  another  clause  and  another  provision 
in  it  saying  that  "until  the  complete  execution 
of  this  act  there  shall  be  no  election  in  said  Ter- 
ritory," which  Trumbull  argued  was  not  only 
taking  the  provision  for  submitting  to  a  vote 
of  the  people  out  of  the  bill,  but  was  adding  an 
affirmative  one,  in  that  it  prevented  the  people 
from  exercising  the  right  under  a  bill  that  was 
merely  silent  on  the  question.  Now  in  regard 
to  what  he  says,  that  Trumbull  shifts  the  issue 
— that  he  shifts  his  ground — and  I  believe  he 
uses  the  term  that  "it  being  proven  false,  he  has 
changed  ground," — I  call  upon  all  of  you  when 
you  come  to  examine  that  portion  of  Trumbull's 
speech  (for  it  will  make  a  part  of  mine),  to 
examine    whether    Trumbull    has    shifted    his 
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ground  or  not.  I  say  he  did  not  shift  his 
ground,  but  that  he  brought  forward  his  origi- 
nal charge,  and  the  evidence  to  sustain  it  yet 
more  fully,  but  precisely  as  he  originally  made 
it.  Then,  in  addition  thereto,  he  brought  in 
a  new  piece  of  evidence.  He  shifted  no  ground. 
He  brought  no  new  piece  of  evidence  inconsis- 
tent with  his  former  testimony,  but  he  brought 
a  new  piece  tending,  as  he  thought,  and  as  I 
think,  to  prove  his  proposition.  To  illustrate: 
A  man  brings  an  accusation  against  another,  and 
on  trial  the  man  making  the  charge  introduces 
A  and  B  to  prove  the  accusation.  At  a  second 
trial  he  introduces  the  same  witnesses,  who  tell 
the  same  story  as  before,  and  a  third  witness 
who  tells  the  same  thing,  and  in  addition  gives 
further  testimony  corroborative  of  the  charge. 
So  with  Trumbull.  There  was  no  shifting  of 
ground,  nor  inconsistency  of  testimony  between 
the  new  piece  of  evidence  and  what  he  origi- 
nally introduced. 

But  Judge  Douglas  says  that  he  himself 
moved  to  strike  out  that  last  provision  of  the 
bill,  and  that  on  his  motion  it  was  stricken  out 
and  a  substitute  inserted.  That  I  presume  is 
the  truth.  I  presume  it  is  true  that  that  last 
proposition  was  stricken  out  by  Judge  Douglas. 
Trumbull  has  not  said  it  was  not.  Trumbull 
has  himself  said  that  it  was  so  stricken  out.     He 
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says:  "I  am  speaking  of  the  bill  as  Judge 
Douglas  reported  it  back.  It  was  amended 
somewhat  in  the  Senate  before  it  passed,  but  I 
am  speaking  of  it  as  he  brought  it  back."  Now, 
when  Judge  Douglas  parades  the  fact  that  the 
provision  was  stricken  out  of  the  bill  when  it 
came  back,  he  asserts  nothing  contrary  to  what 
Trumbull  alleges.  Trumbull  has  only  said 
that  he  originally  put  it  in — not  that  he  did  not 
strike  it  out.  Trumbull  says  it  was  not  in  the 
bill  when  it  went  to  the  committee.  When  it 
came  back  it  was  in,  and  Judge  Douglas  said 
the  alterations  were  made  by  him  in  consulta- 
tion with  Toombs.  Trumbull  alleges  there- 
fore, as  his  conclusion,  that  Judge  Douglas  put 
it  in.  Then  if  Douglas  wants  to  contradict 
Trumbull  and  call  him  a  liar,  let  him  say  he 
did  not  put  it  in,  and  not  that  he  did  n't  take  it 
out  again.  It  is  said  that  a  bear  is  sometimes 
hard  enough  pushed  to  drop  a  cub,  and  so  I  pre- 
sume it  was  in  this  case.  I  presume  the  truth 
is  that  Douglas  put  it  in  and  afterward  took  it 
out.  That,  I  take  it,  is  the  truth  about  it. 
Judge  Trumbull  says  one  thing;  Douglas  says 
another  thing,  and  the  two  don't  contradict  one 
another  at  all.  The  question  is,  what  did  he 
put  it  in  for?  In  the  first  place,  what  did  he 
take  the  other  provision  out  of  the  bill  for? — 
the    provision    which    Trumbull    argued    was 
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necessary  for  submitting  the  constitution  to  a 
vote  of  the  people?  What  did  he  take  that  out 
for?  and  having  taken  it  out,  what  did  he  put 
this  in  for?  I  say  that,  in  the  run  of  things,  it 
is  not  unlikely  forces  conspired  to  render  it 
vastly  expedient  for  Judge  Douglas  to  take  that 
latter  clause  out  again.  The  question  that 
Trumbull  has  made  is  that  Judge  Douglas  put 
it  in,  and  he  don't  meet  Trumbull  at  all  unless 
he  denies  that. 

In  the  clause  of  Judge  Douglas's  speech  upon' 
this  subject  he  uses  this  language  toward  Judge 
Trumbull.  He  says:  "He  forges  his  evidence 
from  beginning  to  end,  and  by  falsifying  the 
record  he  endeavors  to  bolster  up  his  false 
charge."  Well,  that  is  a  pretty  serious  state- 
ment. Trumbull  forges  his  evidence  from  be- 
ginning to  end.  Now  upon  my  own  authority 
I  say  that  it  is  not  true.  What  is  a  forgery? 
Consider  the  evidence  that  Trumbull  has 
brought  forward.  When  you  come  to  read  the 
speech,  as  you  will  be  able  to,  examine  whether 
the  evidence  is  a  forgery  from  beginning  to  end. 
He  had  the  bill  or  document  in  his  hand  like 
that  [holding  up  a  paper].  He  says  that  is  a 
copy  of  the  Toombs  bill — the  amendment  of- 
fered by  Toombs.  He  says  that  is  a  copy  of 
the  bill  as  it  was  introduced  and  went  into 
Judge    Douglas's    hands.     Now,    does    Judge 
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Douglas  say  that  is  a  forgery?  That  is  one 
thing  Trumbull  brought  forward.  Judge 
Douglas  says  he  forged  it  from  beginning  to 
end!  That  is  the  "beginning,"  we  will  say. 
Does  Douglas  say  that  is  a  forgery?  Let  him 
say  it  to-day,  and  we  will  have  a  subsequent  ex- 
amination upon  this  subject.  Trumbull  then 
holds  up  another  document  like  this,  and  says 
that  is  an  exact  copy  of  the  bill  as  it  came  back 
in  the  amended  form  out  of  Judge  Douglas's 
hands.  Does  Judge  Douglas  say  that  is  a  for- 
gery? Does  he  say  it  in  his  sweeping  charge? 
Does  he  say  so  now?  If  he  does  not,  then  take 
this  Toombs  bill  and  the  bill  in  the  amended 
form,  and  it  only  needs  to  compare  them  to  see 
that  the  provision  is  in  the  one  and  not  in  the 
other;  it  leaves  the  inference  inevitable  that  it 
was  taken  out. 

But  while  I  am  dealing  with  this  question, 
let  us  see  what  Trumbull's  other  evidence  is. 
One  other  piece  of  evidence  I  will  read.  Trum- 
bull says  there  are  in  this  original  Toombs  bill 
these  words:  "That  the  following  propositions 
be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  offered  to  the  said 
convention  of  the  people  of  Kansas,  when 
formed,  for  their  free  acceptance  or  rejection; 
which,  if  accepted  by  the  convention  and  rati- 
fied by  the  people  at  the  election  for  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitution,  shall  be  obligatory  upon 
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the  United  States  and  the  said  State  of  Kansas." 
Now,  if  it  is  said  that  this  is  a  forgery,  we  will 
open  the  paper  here  and  see  whether  it  is  or  not. 
Again,  Trumbull  says,  as  he  goes  along,  that 
Mr.  Bigler  made  the  following  statement  in  his 
place  in  the  Senate,  December  9,  1857: 

I  was  present  when  that  subject  was  discussed  by 
senators  before  the  bill  was  introduced,  and  the  ques- 
tion was  raised  and  discussed,  whether  the  constitu- 
tion, when  formed,  should  be  submitted  to  a  vote  of 
the  people.  It  was  held  by  those  most  intelligent  on 
the  subject,  that  in  view  of  all  the  difficulties  sur- 
rounding that  Territory,  [and]  the  danger  of  any 
experiment  at  that  time  of  a  popular  vote,  it  would 
be  better  there  should  be  no  such  provision  in  the 
Toombs  bill;  and  it  was  my  understanding,  in  all  the 
intercourse  I  had,  that  the  convention  would  make  a 
constitution,  and  send  it  here  without  submitting  it 
to  the  popular  vote. 

Then  Trumbull  follows  on: 

In  speaking  of  this  meeting  again  on  the  21st  De- 
cember, 1857  ["Congressional  Globe,"  same  volume, 
page  113],  Senator  Bigler  said:  "Nothing  was  fur- 
ther from  my  mind  than  to  allude  to  any  social  or 
confidential  interview.  The  meeting  was  not  of  that 
character.  Indeed,  it  was  semi-official  and  called  to 
promote  the  public  good.  My  recollection  was  clear 
that  I  left  the  conference  under  the  impression  that 
it  had  been  deemed  best  to  adopt  measures  to  admit 
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Kansas  as  a  State  through  the  agency  of  one  popular 
election,  and  that  for  delegates  to  this  convention. 
This  impression  was  stronger  because  I  thought  the 
spirit  of  the  bill  infringed  upon  the  doctrine  of  non- 
intervention, to  which  I  had  great  aversion;  but  with 
the  hope  of  accomplishing  a  great  good,  and  as  no 
movement  had  been  made  in  that  direction  in  the 
Territory,  I  waived  this  objection,  and  concluded  to 
support  the  measure.  I  have  a  few  items  of  testi- 
mony as  to  the  correctness  of  these  impressions,  and 
with  their  submission  I  shall  be  content.  I  have  be- 
fore me  the  bill  reported  by  the  senator  from  Illinois 
on  the  7th  of  March,  1856,  providing  for  the  admis- 
sion of  Kansas  as  a  State,  the  third  section  of  which 
reads  as  follows: 

"  'That  the  following  propositions  be,  and  the  same 
are  hereby,  offered  to  the  said  convention  of  the  peo- 
ple of  Kansas,  when  formed,  for  their  free  accept- 
ance or  rejection;  which,  if  accepted  by  the  convention 
and  ratified  by  the  people  at  the  election  for  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitution,  shall  be  obligatory  upon  the 
United  States  and  the  said  State  of  Kansas.' 

"The  bill  read  in  his  place  by  the  senator  from 
Georgia,  on  the  25th  of  June,  and  referred  to  the 
committee  on  Territories,  contained  the  same  section 
word  for  word.  Both  these  bills  were  under  consid- 
eration at  the  conference  referred  to;  but,  sir,  when 
the  senator  from  Illinois  reported  the  Toombs  bill 
to  the  Senate  with  amendments  the  next  morning,  it 
did  not  contain  that  portion  of  the  third  section  which 
indicated    to    the    conv^ention    that    the    constitution 
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should  be  approved  by  the  people.  The  words, 
*and  ratified  by  the  people  at  the  election  for  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution,'  had  been  stricken  out." 

Now  these  things  Trumbull  says  were  stated 
by  Bigler  upon  the  floor  of  the  Senate  on  certain 
days,  and  that  they  are  recorded  in  the  "Con- 
gressional Globe"  on  certain  pages.  Does 
Judge  Douglas  say  this  is  a  forgery?  Does  he 
say  there  is  no  such  thing  in  the  "Congressional 
Globe"?  What  does  he  mean  when  he  says 
Judge  Trumbull  forges  his  evidence  from  be- 
gining  to  end?  So  again  he  says,  in  another 
place,  that  Judge  Douglas,  in  his  speech  Decem- 
ber 9,  1857  ["Congressional  Globe,"  Part  I, 
page  15],  stated: 

That  during  the  last  session  of  Congress,  I  [Mr. 
Douglas]  reported  a  bill  from  the  committee  on  Ter- 
ritories, to  authorize  the  people  of  Kansas  to  assem- 
ble and  form  a  constitution  for  themselves.  Subse- 
quently the  senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Toombs] 
brought  forward  a  substitute  for  my  bill,  which,  after 
being  modified  by  him  and  myself  in  consultation,  was 
passed  by  the  Senate. 

Now  Trumbull  says  this  is  a  quotation  from 
a  speech  of  Douglas,  and  is  recorded  in  the 
"Congressional  Globe."  Is  it  a  forgery?  Is  it 
there  or  not?  It  may  not  be  there,  but  I  want 
the  judge  to  lake  these  pieces  of  evidence,  and 
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distinctly  say  they  are  forgeries  if  he  dare  do 
it.  [A  voice:  "He  will."]  Well  sir,  you  had 
better  not  commit  him.  He  gives  other  quota- 
tions— another  from  Judge  Douglas.     He  says: 

I  will  ask  the  senator  to  show  me  an  intimation, 
from  any  one  member  of  the  Senate,  in  the  whole  de- 
bate on  the  Toombs  bill,  and  in  the  Union,  from  any 
quarter,  that  the  constitution  was  not  to  be  submitted 
to  the  public.  I  will  venture  to  say  that  on  all  sides 
of  the  chamber  it  was  so  understood  at  the  time.  If 
the  opponents  of  the  bill  had  understood  it  was  not, 
they  would  have  made  the  point  on  it;  and  if  they 
had  made  it,  we  should  certainly  have  yielded  to  it, 
and  put  in  the  clause.  That  is  a  discovery  made  since 
the  President  found  out  that  it  was  not  safe  to  talce  it 
for  granted  that  that  would  be  done  which  ought  in 
fairness  to  have  been  done. 

Judge  Trumbull  says  Douglas  made  that 
speech,  and  it  is  recorded.  Does  Judge  Doug- 
las say  it  is  a  forgery,  and  was  not  true?  Trum- 
bull says  somewhere,  and  I  propose  to  skip  it, 
but  it  will  be  found  by  any  one  who  will  read 
this  debate,  that  he  did  distinctly  bring  it  to  the 
notice  of  those  who  were  engineering  the  bill, 
that  it  lacked  that  provision,  and  then  he  goes 
on  to  give  another  quotation  from  Judge  Doug- 
las, where  Judge  Trumbull  uses  this  language: 

Judge  Douglas,  however,  on  the  same  day  and  in 
the  same  debate,  probably  recollecting  or  being  re- 
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minded  of  the  fact  that  I  had  objected  to  the  Toombs 
bill,  when  pending,  that  it  did  not  provide  for  a  sub- 
mission of  the  constitution  to  the  people,  made  an- 
other statement,  which  is  to  be  found  in  the  same 
volume  of  the  "Globe,"  page  22,  in  which  he  says: 

"That  the  bill  was  silent  on  this  subject  was  true, 
and  my  attention  was  called  to  that  about  the  time 
it  was  passed;  and  I  took  the  fair  construction  to  be, 
that  powers  not  delegated  were  reserved,  and  that  of 
course  the  constitution  would  be  submitted  to  the 
people." 

Whether  this  statement  is  consistent  with  the  state- 
ment  just  before  made,  that  had  the  point  been  made 
it  would  have  been  yielded  to,  or  that  it  was  a  new 
discovery,  you  will  determine. 


So  I  say.  I  do  not  know  whether  Judge 
Douglas  will  dispute  this,  and  yet  maintain  his 
position  that  Trumbull's  evidence  "was  forged 
from  beginning  to  end."  I  will  remark  that  I 
have  not  got  these  "Congressional  Globes"  with 
me.  They  are  large  books  and  difficult  to  carry 
about,  and  if  Judge  Douglas  shall  say  that  on 
these  points  where  Trumbull  has  quoted  from 
them,  there  are  no  such  passages  there,  I  shall 
not  be  able  to  prove  they  are  there  upon  this 
occasion,  but  I  will  have  another  chance. 
Whenever  he  points  out  the  forgery  and  says^ 
"I  declare  that  this  particular  thing  which 
Trumbull  has  uttered  is  not  to  be  found  where 
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he  says  it  is,"  then  my  attention  will  be  drawn 
to  that,  and  I  will  arm  myself  for  the  contest — 
stating  now  that  I  have  not  the  slightest  doubt 
on  earth  that  I  will  find  every  quotation  just 
where  Trumbull  says  it  is.  Then  the  question 
is,  how  can  Douglas  call  that  a  forgery?  How 
can  he  make  out  that  it  is  a  forgery?  What  is 
a  forgery?  It  is  the  bringing  forward  some- 
thing in  writing  or  in  print  purporting  to  be 
of  certain  efifect  when  it  is  altogether  untrue. 
If  you  come  forward  with  my  note  for  one  hun- 
dred dollars  when  I  have  never  given  such  a 
note,  there  is  a  forgery.  If  you  come  forward 
with  a  letter  purporting  to  be  written  by  me 
which  I  never  WTOte,  there  is  another  forgery. 
If  you  produce  anything  in  writing  or  in  print 
saying  it  is  so  and  so,  the  document  not  being 
genuine,  a  forgery  has  been  committed.  How 
do  you  make  this  a  forgery  when  every  piece 
of  the  evidence  is  genuine?  If  Judge  Douglas 
does  say  these  documents  and  quotations  are 
false  and  forged,  he  has  a  full  right  to  do  so, 
but  until  he  does  it  specifically,  we  don't  know 
how  to  get  at  him.  If  he  does  say  they  are  false 
and  forged,  I  will  then  look  further  into  it,  and 
I  presume  I  can  procure  the  certificates  of  the 
proper  officers  that  they  are  genuine  copies.  I 
have  no  doubt  each  of  these  extracts  will  be 
found  exactly  where  Trumbull  says  it  is.     Then 
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I  leave  it  to  you  if  Judge  Douglas,  in  making 
his  sweeping  charge  that  Judge  Trumbull's  evi- 
dence is  forged  from  beginning  to  end,  at  all 
meets  the  case — if  that  is  the  way  to  get  at  the 
facts.  I  repeat  again,  if  he  will  point  out 
which  one  is  a  forgery,  I  will  carefully  examine 
it,  and  if  it  proves  that  any  one  of  them  is  really 
a  forgery,  it  will  not  be  me  who  will  hold  to 
it  any  longer.  I  have  always  wanted  to  deal 
w^ith  every  one  I  meet  candidly  and  honestly. 
If  I  have  made  any  assertion  not  warranted  by 
facts,  and  it  is  pointed  out  to  me,  I  will  with- 
draw it  cheerfully.  But  I  do  not  choose  to  see 
Judge  Trumbull  calumniated,  and  the  evidence 
he  has  brought  forward  branded  in  general 
terms  *'a  forgery  from  beginning  to  end."  This 
is  not  the  legal  way  of  meeting  a  charge,  and  I 
submit  to  all  intelligent  persons,  both  friends 
of  Judge  Douglas  and  of  myself,  whether  it  is. 
The  point  upon  Judge  Douglas  is  this.  The 
bill  that  went  into  his  hands  had  the  provision 
in  it  for  a  submission  of  the  constitution  to  the 
people;  and  I  say  its  language  amounts  to  an 
express  provision  for  a  submission,  and  that  he 
took  the  provision  out.  He  says  it  was  known 
that  the  bill  was  silent  in  this  particular;  but 
I  say.  Judge  Douglas,  it  was  not  silent  when 
you  got  it.  It  was  vocal  with  the  declaration 
when  you  got  it,  for  a  submission  of  the  consti- 
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tution  to  the  people.  And  now,  my  direct 
question  to  Judge  Douglas  is  to  answer  why,  if 
he  deemed  the  bill  silent  on  this  point,  he  found 
it  necessary  to  strike  out  those  particular  harm- 
less words.  If  he  had  found  the  bill  silent  and 
without  this  provision,  he  might  say  what  he 
does  now.  If  he  supposes  it  was  implied  that 
the  constitution  would  be  submitted  to  a  vote 
of  the  people,  how  could  these  two  lines  so 
encumber  the  statute  as  to  make  it  necessary  to 
strike  them  out?  How  could  he  infer  that  a 
submission  was  still  implied,  after  its  express 
provision  had  been  stricken  from  the  bill?  I 
find  the  bill  vocal  with  the  provision,  while  he 
silenced  it.  He  took  it  out,  and  although  he 
took  out  the  other  provision  preventing  a  sub- 
mission to  a  vote  of  the  people,  I  ask,  why  did 
you  first  put  it  in?  I  ask  him  whether  he  took 
the  original  provision  out,  which  Trumbull 
alleges  was  in  the  bill?  If  he  admits  that  he 
did  take  it,  I  ask  him  what  he  did  it  for?  It 
looks  to  us  as  if  he  had  altered  the  bill.  If  it 
looks  diflferently  to  him — if  he  has  a  diilferent 
reason  for  his  action  from  the  one  we  assign  him 
— he  can  tell  it.  I  insist  upon  knowing  why  he 
made  the  bill  silent  upon  that  point  when  it  was 
vocal  before  he  put  his  hands  upon  it. 

I  was  told,  before  my  last  paragraph,  that  my 
time  was  within   three  minutes   of   being  out. 
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I    presume    it    is    expired    now.     I    therefore 
close. 

Extract  from  Mr.  Trumbull's  Speech  made  at  Alton, 
referred  to  by  Mr.  Lincoln  in  his  opening  at 
Charleston. 

I  come  now  to  another  extract  from  a  speech  of 
Mr.  Douglas,  made  at  Beardstown,  and  reported  in 
the  "Missouri  Republican."  This  extract  has  refer- 
ence to  a  statement  made  by  me  at  Chicago,  wherein 
I  charged  that  an  agreement  had  been  entered  into 
by  the  very  persons  now  claiming  credit  for  opposing 
a  constitution  not  submitted  to  the  people,  to  have  a 
constitution  formed  and  put  in  force  without  giving 
the  people  of  Kansas  an  opportunity  to  pass  upon  it. 
Without  meeting  this  charge,  which  I  substantiated 
by  a  reference  to  the  record,  my  colleague  is  reported 
to  have  said: 

"For  when  this  charge  was  once  made  in  a  much 
milder  form  in  the  Senate  of  the  United  States,  I  did 
brand  it  as  a  lie  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Trumbull,  and 
Mr.  Trumbull  sat  and  heard  it  thus  branded,  with- 
out daring  to  say  it  was  true.  I  tell  you  he  knew 
it  to  be  false  when  he  uttered  it  at  Chicago;  and  yet 
he  says  he  is  'going  to  cram  the  lie  down  his  throat 
until  he  should  cry  enough.'  The  miserable,  craven- 
hearted  wretch !  he  would  rather  have  both  ears  cut 
off  than  to  use  that  language  in  my  presence,  where  I 
could  call  him  to  account.  I  see  the  object  is  to  draw 
me  into  a  personal  controversy,  with  the  hope  thereby 
of  concealing  from  the  public  the  enormity  of  the 
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principles  to  which  they  are  committed.  I  shall  not 
allow  much  of  my  time  in  this  canvass  to  be  occupied 
by  these  personal  assaults.  I  have  none  to  make  on 
Mr.  Lincoln;  I  have  none  to  make  on  Mr.  Trumbull; 
I  have  none  to  make  on  any  other  political  opponent. 
If  I  cannot  stand  on  my  own  public  record,  on  my 
own  private  and  public  character  as  history  will  record 
it,  I  will  not  attempt  to  rise  by  traducing  the  charac- 
ters of  other  men.  I  will  not  make  a  blackguard  of 
myself  by  imitating  the  course  they  have  pursued 
against  me.  I  have  no  charges  to  make  against 
them." 

This  is  a  singular  statement,  taken  altogether. 
After  indulging  in  language  which  would  disgrace  a 
loafer  in  the  filthiest  purlieus  of  a  fish-market,  he 
winds  up  by  saying  that  he  will  not  make  a  black- 
guard of  himself,  that  he  has  no  charges  to  make 
against  me.  So  I  suppose  he  considers  that  to  say 
of  another  that  he  knew  a  thing  to  be  false  when  he 
uttered  it,  that  he  was  a  "miserable  craven-hearted 
wretch,"  does  not  amount  to  a  personal  assault,  and 
does  not  make  a  man  a  blackguard.  A  discriminat- 
ing public  will  judge  of  that  for  themselves;  but  as 
he  says  he  has  "no  charges  to  make  on  Mr.  Trum- 
bull," I  suppose  politeness  requires  T  should  believe 
him.  At  the  risk  of  again  offending  this  mighty  man 
of  war,  and  losing  something  more  than  my  ears,  I 
shall  have  the  audacity  to  again  read  the  record  upon 
him,  and  prove  and  pin  upon  him,  so  that  he  cannot 
escape  it,  the  truth  of  every  word  I  uttered  at  Chi- 
cago.    You,  fellow-citizens,  are  the  judges  to  deter- 
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mine  whether  I  do  this.  My  colleague  says  he  is 
willing  to  stand  on  his  public  record.  By  that  he 
shall  be  tried,  and  if  he  had  been  able  to  discriminate 
between  the  exposure  of  a  public  act  by  the  record, 
and  a  personal  attack  upon  the  individual,  he  would 
have  discovered  that  there  was  nothing  personal  in 
my  Chicago  remarks,  unless  the  condemnation  of 
himself  by  his  own  public  record  is  personal,  and  then 
you  must  judge  who  is  most  to  blame  for  the  torture 
his  public  record  inflicts  upon  him,  he  for  making,  or 
I  for  reading  it  after  it  was  made.  As  an  individual 
I  care  very  little  about  Judge  Douglas  one  way  or 
the  other.  It  is  his  public  acts  with  which  I  have 
to  do,  and  if  they  condemn,  disgrace,  and  consign 
him  to  oblivion,  he  has  only  himself,  not  me,  to 
blame. 

Now,  the  charge  is  that  there  was  a  plot  entered 
into  to  have  a  constitution  formed  for  Kansas,  and 
put  in  force,  without  giving  the  people  an  opportunity 
to  pass  upon  it,  and  that  Mr.  Douglas  was  in  the 
plot.  This  is  as  susceptible  of  proof  by  the  record 
as  is  the  fact  that  the  State  of  Minnesota  was  ad- 
mitted into  the  Union  at  the  last  session  of  Con- 
gress. 

On  the  25th  of  June,  1856,  a  bill  was  pending  in 
the  United  States  Senate  to  authorize  the  people  of 
Kansas  to  form  a  constitution  and  come  into  the 
Union.  On  that  day  Mr.  Toombs  offered  an  amend- 
ment which  he  intended  to  propose  to  the  bill,  which 
was  ordered  to  be  printed,  and,  with  the  original  bill 
and  other  amendments,   recommended  to  the   Com- 
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mittee  on  Territories,  of  which  Mr.  Douglas  was 
chairman.  This  amendment  of  Mr.  Toombs,  printed 
by  order  of  the  Senate,  and  a  copy  of  which  I  have 
here  present,  provided  for  the  appointment  of  com- 
missioners, who  were  to  take  a  census  of  Kansas, 
divide  the  Territory  into  election  districts,  and  super- 
intend the  election  of  delegates  to  form  a  constitu- 
tion, and  contains  a  clause  in  the  i8th  section  which 
I  will  read  to  you,  requiring  the  constitution  which 
should  be  formed  to  be  submitted  to  the  people  for 
adoption.      It  reads  as  follows : 

"That  the  following  propositions  be,  and  the  same 
are  hereby,  offered  to  the  said  convention  of  the  peo- 
ple of  Kansas,  when  formed,  for  their  free  accept- 
ance or  rejection;  which.  If  accepted  by  the  convention 
and  ratified  by  the  people  at  the  election  for  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitution,  shall  be  obligatory  upon  the 
United  States,  and  upon  the  said  State  of  Kansas," 
etc 

It  has  been  contended  by  some  of  the  newspaper 
press  that  this  section  did  not  require  the  constitution 
which  should  be  formed  to  be  submitted  to  the  people 
for  approval,  and  that  it  was  only  the  land  proposi- 
tions which  were  to  be  submitted.  You  will  observe 
the  language  Is  that  the  propositions  are  to  be  "rati- 
fied by  the  people  at  the  election  for  the  adoption  of 
the  constitution."  Would  It  have  been  possible  to 
ratify  the  land  propositions  "at  the  election  for  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution,"  unless  such  an  election 
was  to  be  held  ? 
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When  one  thing  Is  required  by  a  contract  or  law  to 
be  done,  the  doing  of  which  is  made  dependent  upon, 
and  cannot  be  performed  without,  the  doing  of  some 
other  thing,  Is  not  that  other  thing  just  as  much  re- 
quired by  the  contract  or  law  as  the  first?  It  matters 
not  in  what  part  of  the  act,  nor  in  what  phraseology, 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  is  expressed,  so  you 
can  clearly  ascertain  what  It  is;  and  whenever  that 
intention  Is  ascertained  from  an  examination  of  the 
language  used,  such  intention  is  part  of  and  a  require- 
ment of  the  law.  Can  any  candid,  fair-minded  man 
read  the  section  I  have  quoted,  and  say  that  the  in- 
tention to  have  the  constitution  which  should  be 
formed  submitted  to  the  people  for  their  adoption  Is 
not  clearly  expressed?  In  my  judgment  there  can  be 
no  controversy  among  honest  men  upon  a  proposition 
so  plain  as  this.  Mr.  Douglas  has  never  pretended 
to  deny,  so  far  as  I  am  aware,  that  the  Toombs 
amendment,  as  originally  introduced,  did  require  a 
submission  of  the  constitution  to  the  people.  This 
amendment  of  Mr.  Toombs  was  referred  to  the  com- 
mittee of  which  Mr.  Douglas  was  chairman,  and  re- 
ported back  by  him  on  the  30th  of  June,  with  the 
words  "and  ratified  by  the  people  at  the  election  for 
the  adoption  of  the  constitution"  stricken  out.  I 
have  here  a  copy  of  the  bill  as  reported  back  by  Mr. 
Douglas  to  substantiate  the  statement  I  make.  Va- 
rious other  alterations  were  also  made  in  the  bill  to 
which  I  shall  presently  have  occasion  to  call  attention. 
There  was  no  other  clause  in  the  original  Toombs  bill 
requiring  a  submission  of  the  constitution  to  the  peo- 
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pie  than  the  one  I  have  read,  and  there  was  no  clause 
whatever,  after  that  was  struck  out,  in  the  bill,  as 
reported  back  by  Judge  Douglas,  requiring  a  submis- 
sion. I  will  now  introduce  a  witness  whose  testi- 
mony cannot  be  impeached,  he  acknowledging  him- 
self to  have  been  one  of  the  conspirators,  and  privy 
to  the  fact  about  which  he  testifies. 

Senator  BIgler,  alluding  to  the  Toombs  bill,  as  it 
was  called,  and  which,  after  sundry  amendments, 
passed  the  Senate,  and  to  the  propriety  of  submitting 
the  constitution  which  should  be  formed  to  a  vote  of 
the  people,  made  the  following  statement  in  his  place 
in  the  Senate,  December  9,  1857.  I  read  from  Part 
I,  "Congressional  Globe"  of  last  session,  paragraph 
21 : 

"T  was  present  when  that  subject  was  discussed  by 
senators,  before  the  bill  was  introduced,  and  the  ques- 
tion was  raised  and  discussed  whether  the  constitution, 
when  formed,  should  be  submitted  to  a  vote  of  the 
people.  It  was  held  by  the  most  intelligent  on  the 
subject  that  in  vnew  of  all  the  difficulties  surrounding 
that  Territory,  [and]  the  danger  of  any  experiment 
at  that  time  of  a  popular  vote,  it  would  be  better  that 
there  should  be  no  such  provision  in  the  Toombs  bill; 
and  it  is  my  understanding,  in  all  the  intercourse  I 
had,  that  the  convention  would  make  a  constitution 
and  send  it  here  without  submitting  it  to  the  popular 
vote." 

In  speaking  of  this  meeting  again  on  the  21st  of 
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December,   1857   ("Congressional  Globe,"  same  vol- 
ume, page  113),  Senator  Bigler  said: 

"Nothing  was  farther  from  my  mind  than  to  allude 
to  any  social  or  confidential  interview.  The  meeting 
was  not  of  that  character.  Indeed,  it  was  semi-offi- 
cial, and  called  to  promote  the  public  good.  My 
recollection  was  clear  that  I  left  the  conference  under 
the  impression  that  it  had  been  deemed  best  to  adopt 
measures  to  admit  Kansas  as  a  State  through  the 
agency  of  one  popular  election,  and  that  for  delegates 
to  the  convention.  This  impression  was  the  stronger 
because  I  thought  the  spirit  of  the  bill  infringed  upon 
the  doctrine  of  non-intervention,  to  which  I  had  great 
aversion;  but  with  the  hope  of  accomplishing  great 
good,  and  as  no  movement  had  been  made  in  that 
direction  in  the  Territory,  I  waived  this  objection,  and 
concluded  to  support  the  measure.  I  have  a  few 
items  of  testimony  as  to  the  correctness  of  these  im- 
pressions, and  with  their  submission  I  shall  be  con- 
tent. I  have  before  me  the  bill  reported  by  the  sena- 
tor from  Illinois  on  the  7th  of  March,  1856,  provid- 
ing for  the  admission  of  Kansas  as  a  State,  the  third 
section  of  which  reads  as  follows : 


((  r 


'That  the  following  propositions  be,  and  the  same 
are  hereby,  offered  to  the  said  convention  of  the  peo- 
ple of  Kansas,  when  formed,  for  their  free  acceptance 
or  rejection;  which,  if  accepted  by  the  convention  and 
ratified  by  the  people  at  the  election  for  the  adoption 
of  the  constitution,  shall  be  obligatory  upon  the 
United  States,  and  upon  the  said  State  of  Kansas.' 
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"The  bill  read  in  place  by  the  senator  from  Geor- 
gia, on  the  25th  of  June,  and  referred  to  the  Commit- 
tee on  Territories,  contained  the  same  section,  word 
for  word.  Both  these  bills  were  under  consideration 
at  the  conference  referred  to;  but,  sir,  when  the  sena- 
tor from  Illinois  reported  the  Toombs  bill  to  the  Sen- 
ate, with  amendments,  the  next  morning,  it  did  not 
contain  that  portion  of  the  third  section  which  indi- 
cated to  the  convention  that  the  constitution  should 
be  approved  by  the  people.  The  words  'and  ratified 
by  the  people  at  the  election  for  the  adoption  of  the 
constitution'  had  been  stricken  out." 

I  am  not  now  seeking  to  prove  that  Douglas  was 
In  the  plot  to  force  a  constitution  upon  Kansas,  with- 
out allowing  the  people  to  vote  directly  upon  it.  I 
shall  attend  to  that  branch  of  the  subject  by  and  by. 
My  object  now  is  to  prove  the  existence  of  the  plot, 
what  the  design  was,  and  I  ask  if  I  have  not  already 
done  so.     Here  are  the  facts : 

The  introduction  of  a  bill  on  the  7th  of  March, 
1856,  providing  for  the  calling  of  a  convention  in 
Kansas  to  form  a  State  constitution,  and  providing 
that  the  constitution  should  be  submitted  to  the  people 
for  adoption;  an  amendment  to  this  bill,  proposed  by 
Mr.  Toombs,  containing  the  same  requirement;  a 
reference  of  these  various  bills  to  the  Committee  on 
Territories;  a  consultation  of  senators  to  determine 
whether  it  was  advisable  to  have  the  constitution  for 
ratification;  the  determination  that  it  was  not  advisa- 
ble; and  a  report  of  the  bill  back  to  the  Senate  next 
morning,  with  the  clause  providing  for  the  submis- 
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sion  stricken  out — could  evidence  be  more  complete 
to  establish  the  first  part  of  the  charge  I  have  made 
of  a  plot  having  been  entered  into  by  somebody  to 
have  a  constitution  adopted  without  submitting  it  to 
the  people  ? 

Now,  for  the  other  part  of  the  charge.  That 
Judge  Douglas  was  in  this  plot,  whether  knowingly 
or  ignorantly,  is  not  material  to  my  purpose.  The 
charge  is  that  he  was  an  instrument  co-operating  in 
the  project  to  have  a  constitution  formed  and  put  into 
operation  without  affording  the  people  an  oppor- 
tunity to  pass  upon  it.  The  first  evidence  to  sustain 
the  charge  Is  the  fact  that  he  reported  back  the 
Toombs  amendment  with  the  clause  providing  for 
the  submission  stricken  out:  this,  in  connection  with 
his  speech  in  the  Senate  on  the  9th  of  December,  1857 
("Congressional  Globe,"  Part  I,  page  14),  wherein 
he   stated : 

"That  during  the  last  Congress,  I  [Mr.  Douglas] 
reported  a  bill  from  the  Committee  on  Territories, 
to  authorize  the  people  of  Kansas  to  assemble  and 
form  a  constitution  for  themselves.  Subsequently  the 
senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Toombs]  brought  for- 
ward a  substitute  for  my  bill,  which,  after  having 
been  modified  by  him  and  myself  in  consultation,  was 
passed  by  the  Senate." 

This  of  itself  ought  to  be  sufficient  to  show  that 
my  colleague  was  an  Instrument  In  the  plot  to  have  a 
constitution  put  In  force  without  submlttmg  It  to  the 
people,  and  to  forever  close  his  mouth  from  attempt- 
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ing  to  deny.  No  man  can  reconcile  his  acts  and  for- 
mer declarations  with  his  present  denial,  and  the  only 
charitable  conclusion  would  be  that  he  was  being  used 
by  others  without  knowing  it.  Whether  he  is  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  even  this  excuse,  you  must 
judge  on  a  candid  hearing  of  the  facts  I  shall  present. 
When  the  charge  was  first  made  in  the  United  States 
Senate,  by  Mr.  Bigler,  that  my  colleague  had  voted 
for  an  Enabling  Act  which  put  a  government  in  op- 
eration without  submitting  the  constitution  to  the  peo- 
ple, my  colleague  ("Congressional  Globe,"  last  ses- 
sion, Part  I,  page  24)  stated: 

"I  will  ask  the  senator  to  show  me  an  intimation 
from  any  one  member  of  the  Senate,  in  the  whole  de- 
bate on  the  Toombs  bill,  and  in  the  Union  from  any 
quarter,  that  the  constitution  was  not  to  be  submitted 
to  the  people.  I  will  venture  to  say  that  on  all  sides 
of  the  chamber  it  was  so  understood  at  the  time.  If 
the  opponents  of  the  bill  had  understood  it  was  not, 
they  would  have  made  the  point  on  it;  and  if  they 
had  made  it  we  should  certainly  have  yielded  to  it, 
and  put  in  the  clause.  That  is  a  discovery  made 
since  the  President  found  out  that  it  was  not  safe  to 
take  it  for  granted  that  that  would  be  done  which 
ought  in  fairness  to  have  been  done." 

I  knew,  at  the  time  this  statement  was  made,  that 
I  had  urged  the  very  objection  to  the  Toombs  bill 
two  years  before,  that  it  did  not  provide  for  the  sub- 
mission of  the  constitution.  You  will  find  my  re- 
marks, made  on  the  2d  of  July,  1856,  in  the  appendix 
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to  the  "Congressional  Globe"  of  that  year,  page  179, 
urging  this  very  objection.  Do  you  ask  why  I  did 
not  expose  him  at  the  time?  I  will  tell  you.  Mr. 
Douglas  was  then  doing  good  service  against  the  Le- 
compton  iniquity.  The  Republicans  were  then  en- 
gaged in  a  hand-to-hand  fight  with  the  National 
Democracy,  to  prevent  the  bringing  of  Kansas  into 
the  Union  as  a  slave  State  against  the  wishes  of  its 
inhabitants,  and  of  course  I  was  unwilling  to  turn  our 
guns  from  the  common  enemy  to  strike  down  an  ally. 
Judge  Douglas,  however,  on  the  same  day,  and  in  the 
same  debate,  probably  recollecting,  or  being  reminded 
of  the  fact,  that  I  had  objected  to  the  Toombs  bill, 
when  pending,  that  it  did  not  provide  for  the  submis- 
sion of  the  constitution  to  the  people,  made  another 
statement,  which  is  to  be  found  in  the  same  volume 
of  the  "Congressional  Globe,"  page  22,  in  which  he 
says : 

"That  the  bill  was  silent  on  the  subject  is  true,  and 
my  attention  was  called  to  that  about  the  time  it  was 
passed;  and  I  took  the  fair  construction  to  be,  that 
powers  not  delegated  were  reserved,  and  that  of 
course  the  constitution  would  be  submitted  to  the 
people." 

Whether  this  statement  is  consistent  with  the  state- 
ment just  before  made,  that  had  the  point  been  made 
it  would  have  been  yielded  to,  or  that  it  was  a  new 
discovery,  you  will  determine;  for  if  the  public  rec- 
ords do  not  convict  and  condemn  him,  he  may  go 
uncondemned,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned.     I  make  no 
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use  here  of  the  testimony  of  Senator  Bigler  to  show 
that  Judge  Douglas  must  have  been  privy  to  the  con- 
sultation held  at  his  house,  when  It  was  determined 
not  to  submit  the  constitution  to  the  people,  because 
Judge  Douglas  denies  It,  and  I  wish  to  use  his  own 
acts  and  declarations,  which  are  abundantly  sufficient 
for  my  purpose. 

I  come  to  a  piece  of  testimony  which  disposes  of 
all  these  various  pretenses  which  have  been  set  up  for 
striking  out  of  the  original  Toombs  proposition  the 
clause  requiring  a  submission  of  the  constitution  to  the 
people,  and  shows  that  It  was  not  done  either  by  acci- 
dent, by  inadvertence,  or  because  it  was  believed  that 
the  bill,  being  silent  on  the  subject,  the  constitution 
would  necessarily  be  submitted  to  the  people  for  ap- 
proval.    What  will  you  think,  after  listening  to  the 
facts  already  presented  to  show  that  there  was  a  de- 
sign with  those  who  concocted  the  Toombs  bill,  as 
amended,  not  to  submit  the  constitution  to  the  people, 
if  I  now  bring  before  you  the  amended  bill  as  Judge 
Douglas  reported  It  back,  and  show  the  clause  of  the 
original  bill  requiring  submission  was  not  only  struck 
out,  but  that  other  clauses  were  inserted  in  the  bill 
putting  it  absolutely  out  of  the  power  of  the  conven- 
tion to  submit  the  constitution  to  the  people  for  ap- 
proval, had  they  desired  to  do  so?     If  I  can  produce 
such  evidence  as  that,  will  you  not  all  agree  that  It 
clinches  and  establishes  forever  all  I  charged  at  Chi- 
cago, and  more  too? 

I  propose  now  to  furnish  that  evidence.      It  will 
be  remembered  that  Mr.  Toombs's  bill  provided  for 
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holding  an  election  for  delegates  to  form  a  constitu- 
tion under  the  supervision  of  commissioners  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  President,  and  in  the  bill,  as  reported 
back  by  Judge  Douglas,  these  words,  not  to  be  found 
in  the  original  bill,  are  inserted  at  the  close  of  the 
I  ith  section,  viz.: 

"And  until  the  complete  execution  of  this  act  no 
other  election  shall  be  held  in  said  Territory." 

This  clause  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  conven- 
tion to  refer  to  the  people  for  adoption;  it  absolutely 
prohibited  the  holding  of  any  other  election  than  that 
for  the  election  of  delegates,  till  that  act  was  com- 
pletely executed,  which  would  not  have  been  until 
Kansas  was  admitted  as  a  State,  or,  at  all  events,  till 
her  constitution  was  fully  prepared  and  ready  for  sub- 
mission to  Congress  for  admission.  Other  amend- 
ments reported  by  Judge  Douglas  to  the  original 
Toombs  bill  clearly  show  that  the  intention  was  to 
enable  Kansas  to  become  a  State  without  any  further 
action  than  simply  a  resolution  of  admission.  The 
amendment  reported  by  Mr.  Douglas,  that  "until  the 
next  congressional  apportionment  the  said  State  shall 
have  one  representative,"  clearly  shows  this,  no  such 
provision  being  contained  in  the  original  Toombs  bill. 
For  what  other  earthly  purpose  could  the  clause  to 
prevent  any  other  election  in  Kansas,  except  that  of 
delegates,  till  It  was  admitted  as  a  State,  have  been 
Inserted  except  to  prevent  a  submission  of  the  consti- 
tution, when  formed,  to  the  people? 

The  Toombs  bill  did  not  pass  in  the  exact  shape 
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in  which  Judge  Douglas  reported  It.  Several  amend- 
ments were  made  to  It  In  the  Senate.  I  am  now  deal- 
ing with  the  action  of  Judge  Douglas  as  connected 
with  that  bill,  and  speak  of  the  bill  as  he  recom- 
rifiended  It.  The  facts  I  have  stated  In  regard  to  this 
matter  appear  upon  the  records,  which  I  have  here 
present  to  show  to  any  man  who  wishes  to  look  at 
them.  They  establish,  beyond  the  power  of  contro- 
versy, all  the  charges  I  have  made,  and  show  that 
Judge  Douglas  was  made  use  of  as  an  Instrument  by 
others,  or  else  knowingly  was  a  party  to  the  scheme  to 
have  a  government  put  in  force  over  the  people  of 
Kansas,  without  giving  them  an  opportunity  to  pass 
upon  it.  That  others  high  In  position  in  the  so-called 
Democratic  party  were  parties  to  such  a  scheme  is 
confessed  by  Governor  Bigler;  and  the  only  reason 
why  the  scheme  was  not  carried,  and  Kansas  long  ago 
forced  into  the  Union  as  a  slave  State,  is  the  fact  that 
the  Republicans  were  sufficiently  strong  In  the  House 
of  Representatives  to  defeat  the  measure. 

Extract  from  Mr.  Douglas's  Speech  made  at  Jack- 
sonville, and  referred  to  by  Mr.  Lincoln  in  his 
opening  at  Charleston. 

I  have  been  reminded  by  a  friend  behind  me  that 
there  is  another  topic  upon  which  there  has  been  a 
desire  expressed  that  I  should  speak.  I  am  told  that 
Mr.  Lyman  Trumbull,  who  has  the  good  fortune  to 
hold  a  seat  in  the  United  States  Senate,  in  violation 
of  the  bargain  between  him  and  Lincoln,  was  here  j 

the  other  day  and  occupied  his  time  In  making  certain 
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charges  against  me,  involving,  if  they  be  true,  moral 
turpitude.  I  am  also  informed  that  the  charges  he 
made  here  were  substantially  the  same  as  those  made 
by  him  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  which  were  printed  in 
the  newspapers  of  that  city.  I  now  propose  to  an- 
swer those  charges  and  to  annihilate  every  pretext 
that  an  honest  man  has  ever  had  for  repeating  them. 

In  order  that  I  may  meet  these  charges  fairly,  I 
will  read  them,  as  made  by  Mr.  Trumbull  in  his 
Chicago  speech,  in  his  own  language.     He  says : 

"Now,  fellow-citizens,  I  make  the  distinct  charge 
that  there  was  a  preconcerted  arrangement  and  plot 
entered  into  by  the  very  men  who  now  claim  credit 
for  opposing  a  constitution  not  submitted  to  the  peo- 
ple, to  have  a  constitution  formed  and  put  in  force 
without  giving  the  people  an  opportunity  to  pass  upon 
It.  This,  my  friends,  is  a  serious  charge,  but  I  charge 
It  to-night,  that  the  very  men  who  traverse  the  coun- 
try under  banners,  proclaiming  popular  sovereignty, 
by  design  concocted  a  bill  on  purpose  to  force  a  con- 
stitution upon  that  people." 

Again,  speaking  to  some  one  In  the  crowd,  he  says : 

"And  you  want  to  satisfy  yourself  that  he  was  in 
the  plot  to  force  a  constitution  upon  that  people?  I 
will  satisfy  you.  I  will  cram  the  truth  down  any 
honest  man's  throat,  until  he  cannot  deny  It,  and  to 
the  man  who  does  deny  it,  I  will  cram  the  lie  down 
his  throat  till  he  shall  cry  enough  !  It  is  preposterous 
— it  Is  the  most  damnable  effrontery  that  man  ever 
put  on  to  conceal  a  scheme  to  defraud  and  cheat  the 
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people  out  of  their  rights,  and  then  claim  credit 
for  it." 

That  is  polite  and  decent  language  for  a  senator 
of  the  United  States.  Remember  that  that  language 
was  used  without  any  provocation  whatever  from  me. 
I  had  not  alluded  to  him  in  any  manner  in  any  speech 
that  I  had  made;  hence  it  was  without  provocation. 
As  soon  as  he  sets  his  foot  within  the  State,  he  makes 
the  direct  charge  that  I  was  a  party  to  a  plot  to  force 
a  constitution  upon  the  people  of  Kansas  against  their 
will,  and  knowing  that  it  would  be  denied,  he  talks 
about  cramming  the  lie  down  the  throat  of  any  man 
who  shall  deny  it,  until  he  cries  enough. 

Why  did  he  take  it  for  granted  that  it  would  be 
denied,  unless  he  knew  it  to  be  false?  Why  did  he 
deem  it  necessary  to  make  a  threat  in  advance  that 
he  would  "cram  the  lie"  down  the  throat  of  any  man 
that  should  deny  it?  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  entire 
Abolition  party  consider  it  very  polite  for  Mr.  Trum- 
bull to  go  round  uttering  calumnies  of  that  kind, 
bullying  and  talking  of  cramming  lies  down  men's 
throats;  but  if  I  deny  any  of  his  lies  by  calling  him  a 
liar,  they  are  shocked  at  the  indecency  of  the  lan- 
guage; hence,  to-day,  instead  of  calling  him  a  liar,  I 
intend  to  prov^e  that  he  is  one. 

I  wish,  in  the  first  place,  to  refer  to  the  evidence 
adduced  by  Trumbull,  at  Chicago,  to  sustain  his 
charge.  He  there  declared  that  Mr.  Toombs,  of 
Georgia,  introduced  a  bill  into  Congress  authorizing 
the  people  of  Kansas  to  form  a  constitution  and  come 
into  the  Union,  that,  when  introduced,  it  contained 
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a  clause  requiring  the  constitution  to  be  submitted  to 
the  people,  and  that  I  struck  out  the  words  of  that 
clause. 

Suppose  it  were  true  that  there  was  such  a  clause 
in  the  bill,  and  that  I  struck  it  out,  is  that  proof  of 
a  plot  to  force  a  constitution  upon  a  people  against 
their  will?  Bear  in  mind  that,  from  the  days  of 
George  Washington  to  the  administration  of  Frank- 
lin Pierce,  there  has  never  been  passed  by  Congress 
a  bill  requiring  the  submission  of  a  constitution  to  the 
people.  If  Trumbull's  charge,  that  I  struck  out  that 
clause,  were  true,  it  would  only  prove  that  I  had  re- 
ported the  bill  In  the  exact  shape  of  every  bill  of  like 
character  that  passed  under  Washington,  Jefferson, 
Madison,  Monroe,  Jackson,  or  any  other  president, 
to  the  time  of  the  then  present  administration.  I 
ask  you  would  that  be  evidence  of  a  design  to  force  a 
constitution  on  a  people  against  their  will?  If  it 
were  so,  it  would  be  evidence  against  Washington, 
Jefferson,  Madison,  Jackson,  Van  Buren,  and  every 
other  president. 

But  upon  examination,  it  turns  out  that  the  Toombs 
bill  never  did  contain  a  clause  requiring  the  constitu- 
tion to  be  submitted.  Hence  no  such  clause  was  ever 
stricken  out  by  me  or  anybody  else.  It  is  true,  how- 
ever, that  the  Toombs  bill  and  its  authors  all  took  it 
for  granted  that  the  constitution  would  be  submitted. 
There  had  never  been  In  the  history  of  this  govern- 
ment any  attempt  made  to  force  a  constitution  upon 
an  unwilling  people,  and  nobody  dreamed  that  any 
such  attempt  would  be  made,  or  deemed  it  necessary 
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to  provide  for  such  a  contingency.  If  such  a  clause 
was  necessary  in  Mr,  Trumbull's  opinion,  why  did  he 
not  offer  an  amendment  to  that  efltect? 

In  order  to  give  more  pertinency  to  that  question,  I 
will  read  an  extract  from  Trumbull's  speech  in  the 
Senate,  on  the  Toombs  bill,  made  on  the  2d  day  of 
July,  1856.     He  said: 

"We  are  asked  to  amend  this  bill,  and  make  it  per- 
fect, and  a  liberal  spirit  seems  to  be  manifested  on 
the  part  of  some  senators  to  have  a  fair  bill.  It  is 
difficult,  I  admit,  to  frame  a  bill  that  will  give  satis- 
faction to  all;  but  to  approach  it,  or  come  near  it,  I 
think  two  things  must  be  done." 

The  first,  then,  he  goes  on  to  say,  was  the  applica- 
tion of  the  Wilmot  proviso  to  the  Territories,  and 
the  second  the  repeal  of  all  the  laws  passed  by  the 
territorial  legislature.  He  did  not  then  say  that  it 
was  necessary  to  put  in  a  clause  requiring  the  submis- 
sion of  the  constitution.  Why,  if  he  thought  such  a 
provision  necessary,  did  he  not  introduce  it?  He 
says  in  his  speech  that  he  was  invited  to  offer  amend- 
ments. Why  did  he  not  do  so  ?  He  cannot  pretend 
that  he  had  no  chance  to  do  this,  for  he  did  offer  some 
amendments,  but  none  requiring  submission. 

I  now  proceed  to  show  that  Mr.  Trumbull  knew 
at  the  time  that  the  bill  was  silent  as  to  the  subject  of 
submission,  and  also  that  he,  and  ever>'body  else,  took 
it  for  granted  that  the  constitution  would  be  submit- 
ted. Now  for  the  evidence.  In  his  second  speech 
he  says:     "  The  bill  in  many  of  its  features  meets  my 
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approbation."     So  he  did  not  think  It  so  very  bad. 
Further  on  he  says: 

"  In  regard  to  the  measure  Introduced  by  the  sena- 
tor from  Georgia  [Mr.  Toombs],  and  recommended 
by  the  committee,  I  regard  it,  in  many  respects,  as  a 
most  excellent  bill;  but  we  must  look  at  It  In  the  light 
of  surrounding  circumstances.  In  the  condition  of 
things  now  existing  in  the  country,  I  do  not  consider 
it  as  a  safe  measure,  nor  one  which  will  give  peace, 
and  I  will  give  my  reasons.  First,  it  affords  no  im- 
mediate relief.  It  provides  for  taking  a  census  of 
the  voters  in  the  Territory,  for  an  election  in  Novem- 
ber, and  the  assembling  of  a  convention  in  December, 
to  form,  if  It  thinks  proper,  a  constitution  for  Kansas, 
preparatory  to  its  admission  Into  the  Union  as  a  State. 
It  Is  not  until  December  that  the  convention  is  to  meet. 
It  would  take  some  time  to  form  a  constitution.  I 
suppose  that  constitution  would  have  to  be  ratified 
by  the  people  before  it  becomes  valid." 

He  there  expressly  declared  that  he  supposed,  un- 
der the  bill,  the  constitution  would  have  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  people  before  it  became  valid.  He 
went  on  to  say: 

"  No  provision  is  made  In  this  bill  for  such  a  ratifi- 
cation. This  is  objectionable  to  my  mind.  I  do  not 
think  the  people  should  be  bound  by  a  constitution, 
without  passing  upon  it  directly,  themselves." 

Why  did  he  not  offer  an  amendment  providing  for 
such  a  submission.  If  he  thought  it  necessary?     Not- 
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withstanding  the  absence  of  such  a  clause,  he  took  it 
for  granted  that  the  constitution  would  have  to  be 
ratified  by  the  people,  under  the  bill. 

In  another  part  of  the  same  speech,  he  says: 

"  There  is  nothing  said  in  this  bill,  so  far  as  I  have 
discovered,  about  submitting  the  constitution  which  is 
to  be  framed  to  the  people,  for  their  sanction  or  re- 
jection. Perhaps  the  convention  would  have  the 
right  to  submit  it,  if  it  should  think  proper;  but  it  is 
certainly  not  compelled  to  do  so,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  bill.  If  it  is  to  be  submitted  to  the 
people,  it  will  take  time,  and  it  will  not  be  until  some 
time  next  year  that  this  new  constitution,  affirmed  and 
ratified  by  the  people,  would  be  submitted  here  to 
Congress  for  its  acceptance,  and  what  is  to  be  the 
condition  of  that  people  in  the  mean  time?" 

You  see  that  his  argument  then  was  that  the 
Toombs  bill  would  not  get  Kansas  into  the  Union 
quick  enough,  and  was  objectionable  on  that  account. 
He  had  no  fears  about  this  submission,  or  why  did 
he  not  introduce  an  amendment  to  meet  the  case? 
[A  voice:  "  Why  didn't  you?  You  were  chairman 
of  the  committee."]  I  will  answer  that  question  for 
you. 

In  the  first  place,  no  such  provision  had  ever  be- 
fore been  put  in  any  similar  act  passed  by  Congress. 
I  did  not  suppose  that  there  was  an  honest  man  who 
would  pretend  that  the  omission  of  such  a  clause 
furnished  evidence  of  a  conspiracy  or  attempt  to  im- 
pose on  the  people.     It  could  not  be  expected  that 
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such  of  us  as  did  not  think  that  omission  was  evidence 
of  such  a  scheme  would  offer  such  an  amendment; 
but  if  Trumbull  then  believed  what  he  now  says,  why 
did  he  not  offer  the  amendment,  and  try  to  prevent 
it,  when  he  was,  as  he  says,  invited  to  do  so? 

In  this  connection  I  will  tell  you  what  the  main 
point  of  discussion  was.  There  was  a  bill  pending 
to  admit  Kansas  whenever  she  should  have  a  pftpula- 
tion  of  93,420,  that  being  the  ratio  required  for  a 
member  of  Congress.  Under  that  bill  Kansas  could 
not  have  become  a  State  for  some  years,  because  she 
could  not  have  had  the  requisite  population.  Mr. 
Toombs  took  it  into  his  head  to  bring  in  a  bill  to 
admit  Kansas  then,  with  only  twenty-five  or  thirty 
thousand  people,  and  the  question  was  whether  we 
would  allow  Kansas  to  come  in  under  this  bill,  or 
keep  her  out  under  mine  until  she  had  93,420  people. 
The  committee  considered  that  question,  and  ov^er- 
ruled  me  by  deciding  in  favor  of  the  immediate  ad- 
mission of  Kansas,  and  I  reported  accordingly.  I 
hold  in  my  hand  a  copy  of  the  report  which  I  made 
at  that  time.     I  will  read  from  it: 

"  The  point  upon  which  your  committee  have  enter- 
tained the  most  serious  and  grave  doubts  in  regard 
to  the  propriety  of  indorsing  the  proposition  relates 
to  the  fact  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  census  of  the 
inhabitants,  there  is  reason  to  apprehend  that  the 
Territory  does  not  contain  sufficient  population  to  en- 
title them  to  demand  admission  under  the  treaty  with 
France,  if  we  take  the  ratio  of  representation  for  a 
member  of  Congress  as  the  rule." 
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Thus  you  see  that  in  the  written  report  accompany- 
ing the  bill,  I  said  that  the  great  difficulty  with  the 
committee  was  the  question  of  population.  In  the 
same  report  I  happened  to  refer  to  the  question  of 
submission.     Now,  listen  to  what  I  said  about  that: 

"  In  the  opfnion  of  your  committee,  whenever  a 
constitution  shall  be  formed  in  any  Territory,  prepa- 
ratory to  its  admission  into  the  Union  as  a  State,  jus- 
tice, the  genius  of  our  institutions,  the  whole  theory 
of  our  republican  system  imperatively  demand  that 
the  voice  of  the  people  shall  be  fairly  expressed,  and 
their  will  embodied  in  that  fundamental  law  without 
fraud  or  violence,  or  intimidation,  or  any  other  im- 
proper or  unlawful  influence,  and  subject  to  no  other 
restrictions  than  those  imposed  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States." 

I  read  this  from  the  report  I  made  at  the  time  on 
the  Toombs  bill.  I  will  read  yet  another  passage 
from  the  same  report.  After  setting  out  the  features 
of  the  Toombs  bill,  I  contrast  it  with  the  proposition 
of  Senator  Seward,  saying: 

"  The  revised  proposition  of  the  senator  from  Geor- 
gia refers  all  matters  in  dispute  to  the  decision  of  the 
present  population,  with  guarantees  of  fairness  and 
safeguards  against  frauds  and  violence,  to  which  no 
reasonable  man  can  find  just  grounds  of  exception, 
while  the  senator  from  New  York,  if  his  proposition 
is  designed  to  recognize  and  impart  vitality  to  the 
Topeka    constitution,    proposes   to    disfranchise   not 
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only  all  the  emigrants  who  have  arrived  In  the  Ter- 
ritory this  year,  but  all  the  law-abiding  men  who  re- 
fused to  join  in  the  act  of  open  rebellion  against  the 
constituted  authorities  of  the  Territory  last  year  by 
making  the  unauthorized  and  unlawful  action  of  a 
political  party  the  fundamental  law  of  the  whole  peo- 
ple." 

Then,  again,  I  repeat  that  under  that  bill  the  ques- 
tion is  to  be  referred  to  the  present  population  to 
decide  for  or  against  coming  into  the  Union  under 
the  constitution  they  may  adopt. 

Mr.  Trumbull,  when  at  Chicago,  rested  his  charge 
upon  the  allegation  that  the  clause  requiring  submis- 
sion was  originally  in  the  bill,  and  was  stricken  out 
by  me. 

When  that  falsehood  was  exposed  by  a  publica- 
tion of  the  record,  he  went  to  Alton  and  made  an- 
other speech,  repeating  the  charge,  and  referring  to 
other  and  different  evidence  to  sustain  it.  He  saw 
that  he  was  caught  in  his  first  falsehood,  so  he  changed 
the  issue,  and  instead  of  resting  upon  the  allegation 
of  striking  out,  he  made  it  rest  upon  the  declaration 
that  I  had  introduced  a  clause  into  the  bill  prohibit- 
ing the  people  from  voting  upon  the  constitution.  I 
am  told  that  he  made  the  same  charge  here  that  he 
made  at  Alton,  that  I  had  actually  introduced  and 
incorporated  into  the  bill  a  clause  which  prohibited 
the  people  from  voting  upon  their  constitution.  I 
hold  his  Alton  speech  in  my  hand,  and  will  read  the 
amendment  which  he  alleges  that  I  offered.  It  is  in 
these  words : 
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"And  until  the  complete  execution  of  this  act  no 
other  election  shall  be  held  in  said  Territory." 

Trumbull  says  the  object  of  that  amendment  was 
to  prevent  the  convention  from  submitting  the  con- 
stitution to  a  vote  of  the  people.  I  will  read  what 
he  said  at  Alton  on  that  subject: 

"  This  clause  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  con- 
vention, had  it  been  so  disposed,  to  submit  the  con- 
stitution to  the  people  for  adoption;  for  it  absolutely 
prohibited  the  holding  of  any  other  election,  than 
that  for  the  election  of  delegates,  till  that  act  was 
completely  executed,  which  would  not  have  been  till 
Kansas  was  admitted  as  a  State,  or,  at  all  events,  till 
her  constitution  was  fully  prepared  and  ready  for 
submission  to  Congress  for  admission." 

Now,  do  you  suppose  that  Mr.  Trumbull  supposed 
that  that  clause  prohibited  the  convention  from  sub- 
mitting the  constitution  to  the  people,  when,  in  his 
speech  in  the  Senate,  he  declared  that  the  convention 
had  a  right  to  submit  it?  In  his  Alton  speech,  as  will 
be  seen  by  the  extract  which  I  have  read,  he  declared 
that  the  clause  put  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  conven- 
tion to  submit  the  constitution,  and  in  his  speech  in 
the  Senate  he  said: 

"  There  is  nothing  said  in  this  bill,  so  far  as  I  have 
discovered,  about  submitting  the  constitution  which  is 
to  be  formed  to  the  people,  for  their  sanction  or  re- 
jection. Perhaps  the  convention  could  have  the  right 
to  submit  it,  if  it  should  think  proper,  but  it  is  cer- 
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tainly  not  compelled  to  do  so  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  bill." 

Thus  you  see  that,  in  Congress,  he  declared  the  bill 
to  be  silent  on  the  subject,  and  a  few  days  since,  at 
Alton,  he  made  a  speech,  and  said  that  there  was  a 
provision  in  the  bill  prohibiting  submission. 

I  have  two  answers  to  make  to  that.  In  the  first 
place,  the  amendment  which  he  quotes  as  depriving 
the  people  of  an  opportunity  to  vote  upon  the  consti- 
tution was  stricken  out  on  my  motion  —  absolutely 
stricken  out  and  not  voted  on  at  all !  In  the  second 
place,  in  lieu  of  it,  a  provision  was  voted  in  authoriz- 
ing the  convention  to  order  an  election  whenever  it 
pleased.  I  will  read.  After  Trumbull  had  made  his 
speech  in  the  Senate,  declaring  that  the  constitution 
would  probably  be  submitted  to  the  people,  although 
the  bill  was  silent  upon  that  subject,  I  made  a  few 
remarks,  and  offered  two  amendments,  which  you  may 
find  in  the  appendix  to  the  "Congressional  Globe," 
volume  XXXIII,  first  session  of  the  thirty-fourth 
Congress,  page  795. 

I  quote : 

"  Mr.  Douglas:  I  have  an  amendment  to  offer 
from  the  Committee  on  Territories.  On  page  8,  sec- 
tion 1 1 ,  strike  out  the  words  '  until  the  complete  exe- 
cution of  this  act  no  other  election  shall  be  held  in 
said  Territory,'  and  insert  the  amendment  which  I 
hold  in  my  hand." 

The  amendment  was  as  follows : 

That  all  persons  who  shall  possess  the  other  qual- 
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ifications  prescribed  for  voters  under  this  act,  and 
who  shall  have  been  bona  fide  inhabitants  of  said  Ter- 
ritory since  its  organization,  and  who  shall  have  ab- 
sented themselves  therefrom  in  consequence  of  the 
disturbances  therein,  and  who  shall  return  before  the 
first  day  of  October  next,  and  become  bona  fide  inhab- 
itants of  the  Territory,  with  the  intent  of  making  it 
their  permanent  home,  and  shall  present  satisfactory 
evidence  of  these  facts  to  the  Board  of  Commission- 
ers, shall  be  entitled  to  vote  at  said  election,  and  shall 
have  their  names  placed  on  said  corrected  list  of 
voters  for  that  purpose." 

That  amendment  was  adopted  unanimously.  After 
its  adoption,  the  record  shows  the  following: 

"  Mr.  Douglas :  I  have  another  amendment  to  of- 
fer from  the  committee,  to  follow  the  amendment 
which  has  been  adopted.  The  bill  reads  now:  'And 
until  the  complete  execution  of  this  act,  no  other  elec- 
tion shall  be  held  in  said  Territory.'  It  has  been 
suggested  that  it  should  be  modified  in  this  way: 
'And  to  avoid  all  conflict  in  the  complete  execution 
of  this  act,  all  other  elections  in  said  Territory  are 
hereby  postponed  until  such  time  as  said  convention 
shall  appoint ';  so  that  they  can  appoint  the  day  in  the 
event  that  there  should  be  a  failure  to  come  into  the 
Union." 

This  amendment  was  also  agreed  to  without  dis- 
sent. 

Thus  you  see  that  the  amendment  quoted  by  Trum- 
bull at  Alton  as  evidence  against  me,  instead  of  being 
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put  into  the  bill  by  me,  was  stricken  out  on  my  motion, 
and  never  became  a  part  thereof  at  all.  You  also  see 
that  the  substituted  clause  expressly  authorized  the 
convention  to  appoint  such  day  of  election  as  it  should 
deem  proper. 

Mr.  Trumbull,  when  he  made  that  speech,  knew 
these  facts.  He  forged  his  evidence  from  beginning 
to  end,  and  by  falsifying  the  record  he  endeavors  to 
bolster  up  his  false  charge.  I  ask  you  what  you  think 
of  Trumbull  thus  going  around  the  country,  falsify- 
ing and  garbling  the  public  records?  I  ask  you 
whether  you  will  sustain  a  man  who  will  descend  to 
the  infamy  of  such  conduct? 

Mr.  Douglas  proceeded  to  remark  that  he  should 
not  hereafter  occupy  his  time  in  refuting  such  charges 
made  by  Trumbull,  but  that  Lincoln  having  indorsed 
the  character  of  Trumbull  for  veracity,  he  should 
hold  him  [Lincoln]  responsible  for  the  slanders. 
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Senator  Douglas's  Reply  in  the  Charleston  Joint 

Debate. 

LADIES  AND  GENTLEMEN:  I  had 
supposed  that  we  assembled  here  to-day 
for  the  purpose  of  a  joint  discussion  be- 
tween Mr.  Lincoln  and  myself,  upon  the  politi- 
cal questions  which  now  agitate  the  whole 
country.  The  rule  of  such  discussions  is,  that 
the  opening  speaker  shall  touch  upon  all  the 
points  he  intends  to  discuss,  in  order  that  his 
opponent,  in  reply,  shall  have  the  opportunity 
of  answering  them.  Let  me  ask  you  what  ques- 
tions of  public  policy,  relating  to  the  welfare 
of  this  State  or  the  Union,  has  Mr.  Lincoln  dis- 
cussed before  you?  Mr.  Lincoln  simply  con- 
tented himself  at  the  outset  by  saying,  that  he 
was  not  in  favor  of  social  and  political  equality 
between  the  white  man  and  the  negro,  and  did 
not  desire  the  law  so  changed  as  to  make  the 
latter  voters  or  eligible  to  office.  I  am  glad 
that  I  have  at  last  succeeded  in  getting  an  an- 
swer out  of  him  upon  this  subject  of  negro-citi- 
zenship and  eligibility  to  office,  for  I  have  been 
trying  to  bring  him  to  the  point  on  it  ever  since 
this  canvass  commenced. 
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I  will  now  call  your  attention  to  the  question 
which  Mr.  Lincoln  has  occupied  his  entire  time 
in  discussing.  He  spent  his  whole  hour  in  re- 
tailing a  charge  made  by  Senator  Trumbull 
against  me.  The  circumstances  out  of  which 
that  charge  was  manufactured,  occurred  prior 
to  the  last  presidential  election,  over  two  years 
ago.  If  the  charge  was  true,  why  did  not 
Trumbull  make  it  in  1856,  when  I  was  dis- 
cussing the  questions  of  that  day  all  over  this 
State  with  Lincoln  and  him,  and  when  it  was 
pertinent  to  the  then  issue?  He  was  then  as 
silent  as  the  grave  on  the  subject.  If  the  charge 
was  true,  the  time  to  have  brought  it  forward 
was  the  canvass  of  1856,  the  year  when  the 
Toombs  bill  passed  the  Senate.  When  the 
facts  were  fresh  in  the  public  mind,  when  the 
Kansas  question  was  the  paramount  question  of 
the  day,  and  when  such  a  charge  would  have 
had  a  material  bearing  on  the  election,  why  did 
he  and  Lincoln  remain  silent  then,  knowing 
that  such  a  charge  could  be  made  and  proved 
if  true?  Were  they  not  false  to  you  and  false 
to  the  country  in  going  through  that  entire  cam- 
paign, concealing  their  knowledge  of  this  enor- 
mous conspiracy  which,  Mr.  Trumbull  says,  he 
then  knew  and  would  not  tell?  Mr.  Lincoln 
intimates,  in  his  speech,  a  good  reason  why  Mr. 
Trumbull  would  not  tell;  for  he  says  that  it 
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might  be  true,  as  I  proved  that  it  was  at  Jack- 
sonville, that  Trumbull  was  also  in  the  plot,  yet 
that  the  fact  of  Trumbull's  being  in  the  plot 
would  not  in  any  way  relieve  me.  He  illus- 
trates this  argument  by  supposing  himself  on 
trial  for  murder,  and  says  that  it  would  be  no 
extenuating  circumstance  if,  on  his  trial,  an- 
other man  was  found  to  be  a  party  to  his  crime. 
Well,  if  Trumbull  was  in  the  plot,  and  con- 
cealed it  in  order  to  escape  the  odium  which 
would  have  fallen  upon  himself,  I  ask  you 
whether  you  can  believe  him  now  when  he  turns 
State's  evidence,  and  avows  his  own  infamy  in 
order  to  implicate  me.  I  am  amazed  that  Mr. 
Lincoln  should  now  come  forward  and  indorse 
that  charge,  occupying  his  whole  hour  in  read- 
ing Mr.  Trumbull's  speech  in  support  of  it. 
Why,  I  ask,  does  not  Mr.  Lincoln  make  a  speech 
of  his  own  instead  of  taking  up  his  time  reading 
Trumbull's  speech  at  Alton?  I  supposed  that 
Mr.  Lincoln  was  capable  of  making  a  public 
speech  on  his  own  account,  or  I  should  not  have 
accepted  the  banter  from  him  for  a  joint  dis- 
cussion. ["How  about  the  charges?"]  Do 
not  trouble  yourselves;  I  am  going  to  make  my 
speech  in  mv  own  way,  and  I  trust,  as  the  Dem- 
ocrats listened  patiently  and  respectfully  to  Mr. 
Lincoln,  that  his  friends  will  not  interrupt  me 
when  I  am  answering  him.     When  Mr.  Trum^ 
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bull  returned  from  the  East,  the  first  thing  he 
did  when  he  landed  at  Chicago  was  to  make  a 
speech  wholly  devoted  to  assaults  upon  my  pub- 
lic character  and  public  action.  Up  to  that 
time  I  had  never  alluded  to  his  course  in  Con- 
gress, or  to  him  directly  or  indirectly;  and  hence 
his  assaults  upon  me  were  entirely  without 
provocation  and  without  excuse.  Since  then  he 
has  been  traveling  from  one  end  of  the  State 
to  the  other  repeating  his  vile  charge.  I  pro- 
pose now  to  read  it  in  his  own  language: 

Now,  fellow-citizens,  I  make  the  distinct  charge 
that  there  was  a  preconcerted  arrangement  and  plot 
entered  into  by  the  very  men  who  now  claim  credit 
for  opposing  a  constitution  formed  and  put  in  force 
without  giving  the  people  any  opportunity  to  pass 
upon  it.  This,  my  friends,  is  a  serious  charge,  but  I 
charge  it  to-night  that  the  very  men  who  traverse 
the  country'  under  banners  proclaiming  popular  sov- 
ereignty, by  design  concocted  a  bill  on  purpose  to 
force  a  constitution  upon  that  people. 

In  answer  to  some  one  in  the  crowd,  who 
asked  him  a  question,  Trumbull  said: 

And  you  want  to  satisfy  yourself  that  he  was  In  the 
plot  to  force  a  constitution  upon  that  people?  I  will 
satisfy  you.  I  will  cram  the  truth  down  any  honest 
man's  throat  until  he  cannot  deny  it.  And  to  the 
man  who  does  deny  it,  I  will  cram  the  lie  down  his 
throat  till  he  shall  cry  enough. 
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It  Is  preposterous  —  it  Is  the  most  damnable  effront- 
ery that  man  ever  put  on  —  to  conceal  a  scheme  to 
defraud  and  cheat  the  people  out  of  their  rights,  and 
then  claim  credit  for  it. 

That  is  the  polite  language  Senator  Trum- 
bull applied  to  me,  his  colleague,  when  I  was 
two  hundred  miles  off.  Why  did  he  not  speak 
out  as  boldly  in  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 
and  cram  the  lie  down  my  throat  when  I  denied 
the  charge,  first  made  by  Bigler,  and  made  him 
take  it  back?  You  all  recollect  how  Bigler  as- 
saulted me  when  I  was  engaged  in  a  hand-to- 
hand  fight,  resisting  a  scheme  to  force  a  con- 
stitution on  the  people  of  Kansas  against  their 
will.  He  then  attacked  me  with  this  charge; 
but  I  proved  its  utter  falsity,  nailed  the  slander 
to  the  counter,  and  made  him  take  the  back 
track.  There  is  not  an  honest  man  in  America 
who  read  that  debate  who  will  pretend  that  the 
charge  is  true.  Trumbull  was  then  present  in 
the  Senate,  face  to  face  with  me,  and  why  did 
he  not  then  rise  and  repeat  the  charge,  and  say 
he  would  cram  the  lie  down  by  throat?  I  tell 
you  that  Trumbull  then  knew  it  was  a  lie.  He 
knew  that  Toombs  denied  that  there  ever  was  a 
clause  in  the  bill  he  brought  forward,  calling 
for  and  requiring  a  submission  of  the  Kansas 
constitution  to  the  people.  I  will  tell  you  what 
the  facts  of  the  case  were.     I  introduced  a  bill 
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to  authorize  the  people  of  Kansas  to  form  a 
constitution  and  come  into  the  Union  as  a  State 
whenever  they  should  have  the  requisite  popu- 
lation for  a  member  of  Congress,  and  Mr. 
Toombs  proposed  a  substitute,  authorizing  the 
people  of  Kansas,  with  their  then  population  of 
only  25,000,  to  form  a  constitution,  and  come  in 
at  once.  The  question  at  issue  was,  whether 
we  would  admit  Kansas  with  a  population  of 
25,000,  or  make  her  wait  until  she  had  the 
ratio  entitling  her  to  a  representative  in  Con- 
gress, which  was  93,420.  That  was  the  point 
of  dispute  in  the  Committee  on  Territories,  to 
which  both  my  bill  and  Mr.  Toombs's  substitute 
had  been  referred.  I  was  overruled  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  committee,  my  proposition  re- 
jected, and  Mr.  Toombs's  proposition  to  admit 
Kansas  then,  with  her  population  of  25,000, 
adopted. 

Accordingly  a  bill  to  carry  out  his  idea  of 
immediate  admission  was  reported  as  a  substi- 
tute for  mine — the  only  points  at  issue  being, 
as  I  have  already  said,  the  question  of  popu- 
lation, and  the  adoption  of  safeguards  against 
frauds  at  the  election.  Trumbull  knew  this, 
— the  whole  Senate  knew  it, — and  hence  he 
was  silent  at  that  time.  He  waited  until  I  be- 
came engaged  in  this  canvass,  and  finding  that 
I  was  showing  up  Lincoln's  Abolitionism  and 
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negro-equality  doctrines,  that  I  was  driving 
Lincoln  to  the  wall,  and  white  men  would  not 
support  his  rank  Abolitionism,  he  came  back 
from  the  East  and  trumped  up  a  system  of 
charges  against  me,  hoping  that  I  would  be 
compelled  to  occupy  my  entire  time  in  defend- 
ing myself,  so  that  I  would  not  be  able  to  show 
up  the  enormity  of  the  principles  of  the  Abo- 
litionists. Now  the  only  reason,  and  the  true 
reason,  why  Mr.  Lincoln  has  occupied  the 
whole  of  his  first  hour  in  this  issue  between 
Trumbull  and  myself,  is  to  conceal  from  this 
vast  audience  the  real  questions  which  divide 
the  two  great  parties. 

I  am  not  going  to  allow  them  to  waste  much 
of  my  time  with  these  personal  matters.  I  have 
lived  in  this  State  twenty-five  years,  most  of  that 
time  have  been  in  public  life,  and  my  record  is 
open  to  you  all.  If  that  record  is  not  enough 
to  vindicate  me  from  these  petty,  malicious  as- 
saults, I  despise  ever  to  be  elected  to  office  by 
slandering  my  opponents  and  traducing  other 
men.  Mr.  Lincoln  asks  you  to  elect  him  to  the 
United  States  Senate  to-day  solely  because  he 
and  Trumbull  can  slander  me.  Has  he  given 
any  other  reason?  Has  he  avowed  what  he  was 
desirous  to  do  in  Congress  on  any  one  ques- 
tion? He  desires  to  ride  into  office,  not  upon 
his  own  merits,  not  upon  the  merits  and  sound- 
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ness  of  his  principles,  but  upon  his  success  in 
fastening  a  stale  old  slander  upon  me. 

I  wish  you  to  bear  in  mind  that  up  to  the 
time  of  the  introduction  of  the  Toombs  bill, 
and  after  its  introduction,  there  had  never  been 
an  act  of  Congress  for  the  admission  of  a  new 
State  which  contained  a  clause  requiring  its 
constitution  to  be  submitted  to  the  people.  The 
general  rule  made  the  law  silent  on  the  subject, 
taking  it  for  granted  that  the  people  would 
demand  and  compel  a  popular  vote  on  the  rati- 
fication of  their  constitution.  Such  was  the 
general  rule  under  Washington,  Jefferson,  Mad- 
ison, Jackson,  and  Polk,  under  the  Whig  presi- 
dents and  the  Democratic  presidents  from  the 
beginning  of  the  government  down,  and  nobody 
dreamed  that  an  eflfort  would  ever  be  made  to 
abuse  the  power  thus  confided  to  the  people  of 
a  Territory.  For  this  reason  our  attention  was 
not  called  to  the  fact  of  whether  there  was  or 
was  not  a  clause  in  the  Toombs  bill  compelling 
submission,  but  it  was  taken  for  granted  that 
the  constitution  would  be  submitted  to  the  peo- 
ple whether  the  law  compelled  it  or  not. 

Now  I  will  read  from  the  report  by  m.e  as 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Territories  at 
the  time  I  reported  back  the  Toombs  substitute 
to  the  Senate.  It  contained  several  things 
which  I  had  voted  against  in  committee,  but 
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had  been  overruled  by  a  majority  of  the  mem- 
bers, and  it  was  my  duty  as  chairman  of  the 
committee  to  report  the  bill  back  as  it  was 
agreed  upon  by  them.  The  main  point  upon 
which  I  had  been  overruled  was  the  question 
of  population.  In  my  report  accompanying  the 
Toombs  bill,  I  said: 

In  the  opinion  of  your  committee,  whenever  a  con- 
stitution shall  be  formed  in  any  Territory,  prepara- 
tory to  its  admission  into  the  Union  as  a  State,  jus- 
tice, the  genius  of  our  institutions,  the  whole  theory 
of  our  republican  system,  imperatively  demand 'that 
the  voice  of  the  people  shall  be  fairly  expressed,  and 
their  will  embodied  in  that  fundamental  law,  without 
fraud,  or  violence,  or  intimidation,  or  any  other  im- 
proper or  unlawful  influence,  and  subject  to  no  other 
restrictions  than  those  imposed  by  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States. 

There  you  find  that  we  took  it  for  granted 
that  the  constitution  was  to  be  submitted  to  the 
people,  whether  the  bill  was  silent  on  the  sub- 
ject or  not.  Suppose  I  had  reported  it  so,  fol- 
lowing the  example  of  Washington,  Adams, 
Jefferson,  Madison,  Monroe,  Adams,  Jackson, 
Van  Buren,  Harrison,  Tyler,  Polk,  Taylor,  Fill- 
more, and  Pierce,  would  that  fact  have  been 
evidence  of  conspiracy  to  force  a  constitution 
upon  the  people  of  Kansas  against  their  will? 
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If  the  charge  which  Mr.  Lincoln  makes  be  true 
against  me,  it  is  true  against  Zachary  Taylor, 
Millard  Fillmore,  and  every  Whig  president, 
as  well  as  every  Democratic  president,  and 
against  Henry  Clay,  who,  in  the  Senate  or 
House,  for  forty  years  advocated  bills  similar 
to  the  one  I  reported,  no  one  of  them  containing 
a  clause  compelling' the  submission  of  the  con- 
stitution to  the  people.  Are  Mr.  Lincoln  and 
Mr.  Trumbull  prepared  to  charge  upon  all  those 
eminent  men  from  the  beginning  of  the  govern- 
ment down  to  the  present  day,  that  the  absence 
of  a  provision  compelling  submission,  in  the 
various  bills  passed  by  them,  authorizing  the 
people  of  Territories  to  form  State  constitu- 
tions, is  evidence  of  a  corrupt  design  on  their 
part  to  force  a  constitution  upon  an  unwilling 
people? 

I  ask  you  to  reflect  on  these  things,  for  I  tell 
you  that  there  is  a  conspiracy  to  carry  this  elec- 
tion for  the  Black  Republicans  by  slander,  and 
not  by  fair  means.  Mr.  Lincoln's  speech  this 
day  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  fact.  He  has 
devoted  his  entire  time  to  an  issue  between  Mr. 
Trumbull  and  myself,  and  has  not  uttered  a 
word  about  the  politics  of  the  day.  Are  you 
going  to  elect  Mr.  Trumbull's  colleague  upon 
an  issue  between  Mr.  Trumbull  and  me?  I 
thought  I  was  running  against  Abraham  Lin- 
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coin,  that  he  claimed  to  be  my  opponent,  had 
challenged  me  to  a  discussion  of  the  public 
questions  of  the  day  with  him,  and  was  dis- 
cussing these  questions  with  me;  but  it  turns  out 
that  his  only  hope  is  to  ride  into  office  on  Trum- 
bulTs  back,  who  will  carry  him  by  falsehood. 

Permit  me  to  pursue  this  subject  a  little  fur- 
ther. An  examination  of  the  record  proves  that 
Trumbull's  charge — that  the  Toombs  bill  orig- 
inally contained  a  clause  requiring  the  consti- 
tution to  be  submitted  to  the  people — is  false. 
The  printed  copy  of  the  bill  which  Mr.  Lin- 
coln held  up  before  you,  and  which  he  pretends 
contains  such  a  clause,  merely  contains  a  clause 
requiring  a  submission  of  the  land  grant,  and 
there  is  no  clause  in  it  requiring  a  submission 
of  the  constitution.  Mr.  Lincoln  cannot  find 
such  a  clause  in  it.  My  report  shows  that  we 
took  it  for  granted  that  the  people  would  re- 
quire a  submission  of  the  constitution,  and  se- 
cure it  for  themselves.  There  never  was  a 
clause  in  the  Toombs  bill  requiring  the  consti- 
tution to  be  submitted;  Trumbull  knew  it  at  the 
time,  and  his  speech  made  on  the  night  of  its 
passage  discloses  the  fact  that  he  knew  it  was 
silent  on  the  subject;  Lincoln  pretends,  and  tells 
you  that  Trumbull  has  not  changed  his  evidence 
in  support  of  his  charge  since  he  made  his  speech 
in      Chicago.     Let      us     see.     The      Chicago 
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"Times"  took  up  Trumbull's  Chicago  speech, 
compared  it  with  the  official  records  of  Con- 
gress, and  proved  that  speech  to  be  false  in  its 
charge  that  the  original  Toombs  bill  required 
a  submission  of  the  constitution  to  the  people. 
Trumbull  then  saw  that  he  was  caught,  and  his 
falsehood  exposed,  and  he  went  to  Alton,  and, 
under  the  very  walls  of  the  penitentiary,  made 
a  new  speech,  in  which  he  predicated  his  assault 
upon  me  in  the  allegation  that  I  had  caused  to 
be  voted  into  the  Toombs  bill  a  clause  which 
prohibited  the  convention  from  submitting  the 
constitution  to  the  people,  and  quoted  what  he 
pretended  was  the  clause.  Now,  has  not  Mr. 
Trumbull  entirely  changed  the  evidence  on 
which  he  bases  his  charge? 

The  clause  which  he  quoted  in  his  Alton  speech 
(which  he  has  published  and  circulated  broad- 
cast over  the  State)  as  having  been  put  into  the 
Toombs  bill  by  me,  is  in  the  following  words: 
"And  until  the  complete  execution  of  this  act, 
no  other  election  shall  be  held  in  said  Terri- 
tory." 

Trumbull  says  that  the  object  of  that  amend- 
ment was  to  prevent  the  convention  from  sub- 
mitting the  constitution  to  a  vote  of  the  people. 

Now  I  will  show  you  that  when  Trumbull 
made  that  statement  at  Alton  he  knew  it  to  be 
untrue.     I  read  from  Trumbull's  speech  in  the 
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Senate  on  the  Toombs  bill  on  the  night  of  its 
passage.     He  then  said: 

There  is  nothing  said  in  this  bill,  so  far  as  I  have 
discovered,  about  submitting  the  constitution,  which 
is  to  be  formed,  to  the  people  for  their  sanction  or 
rejection.  Perhaps  the  convention  will  have  the  right 
to  submit  it,  if  It  should  think  proper;  but  it  is  cer- 
tainly not  compelled  to  do  so  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  bill. 

Thus  you  see  that  Trumbull,  when  the  bill 
was  on  its  passage  in  the  Senate,  said  that  it  was 
silent  on  the  subject  of  submission,  and  that 
there  was  nothing  in  the  bill  one  way  or  the 
other  on  it.  In  his  Alton  speech  he  says  there 
was  a  clause  in  the  bill  preventing  its  submis- 
sion to  the  people,  and  that  I  had  it  voted  in  as 
an  amendment.  Thus  I  convict  him  of  false- 
hood and  slander  by  quoting  from  him  on  the 
passage  of  the  Toombs  bill  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  his  own  speech,  made  on  the  night 
of  July  2,  1856,  and  reported  in  the  ^'Congres- 
sional  Globe"  for  the  first  session  of  the  Thirty- 
fourth  Congress,  Vol.  XXXITI.  What  will 
you  think  of  a  man  who  makes  a  false  charge 
and  falsifies  the  records  to  prove  it?  I  will  now 
show  you  that  the  clause  which  Trumbull  says 
was  put  in  the  bill  on  my  motion,  was  never 
put  in  at  all  by  me,  but  was  stricken  out  on  my 
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motion  and  another  substituted  in  its  place.  I 
call  your  attention  to  the  same  volume  of  the 
^'Congressional  Globe"  to  which  I  have  already 
referred,  page  795,  where  you  will  find  the  fol- 
lowing report  of  the  proceedings  of  the  Senate: 

Mr.  Douglas :  I  have  an  amendment  to  offer  from 
the  Committee  on  Territories.  On  page  8,  section 
II,  strike  out  the  words  "until  the  complete  execu- 
tion of  this  act,  no  other  election  shall  be  held  in  said 
Territory,"  and  insert  the  amendment  which  I  hold 
in  my  hand. 

You  see  from  this  that  I  moved  to  strike  out 
the  very  words  that  Trumbull  says  I  put  in. 
The  Committee  on  Territories  overruled  me  in 
committee,  and  put  the  clause  in;  but  as  soon 
as  I  got  the  bill  back  into  the  Senate,  I  moved 
to  strike  it  out,  and  put  another  clause  in  its 
place.  On  the  same  page  you  will  find  that 
my  amendment  was  agreed  to  unanimously.  I 
then  ofifered  another  amendment,  recognizing 
the  right  of  the  people  of  Kansas,  under  the 
Toombs  bill,  to  order  just  such  elections  as  they 
saw  proper.  You  can  find  it  on  page  796  of  the 
same  volume.     I  will  read  it: 

Mr.  Douglas :  I  have  another  amendment  to  offer 
from  the  committee,  to  follow  the  amendment  which 
has  been  adopted.  The  bill  reads  now:  "And  until 
the  complete  execution  of  this  act,  no  other  election 
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shall  be  held  in  said  Territory."  It  has  been  sug- 
gested that  it  should  be  modified  in  this  way:  "And 
to  avoid  conflict  in  the  complete  execution  of  this  act, 
all  other  elections  in  said  Territory  are  hereby  post- 
poned until  such  time  as  said  convention  shall  ap- 
point ";  so  that  they  can  appoint  the  day  in  the  event 
that  there  should  be  a  failure  to  come  into  the  Union. 

The  amendment  was  unanimously  agreed  to 
— clearly  and  distinctly  recognizing  the  right 
of  the  convention  to  order  just  as  many  elections 
as  they  saw  proper  in  the  execution  of  the  act. 
Trumbull  concealed  in  his  Alton  speech  the 
fact  that  the  clause  he  quoted  had  been  stricken 
out  on  my  motion,  and  the  other  fact  that  this 
other  clause  was  put  in  the  bill  on  my  motion, 
and  made  the  false  charge  that  I  incorporated 
into  the  bill  a  clause  preventing  submission,  in 
the  face  of  the  fact  that,  on  my  motion,  the  bill 
was  so  amended  before  it  passed  as  to  recognize 
in  express  words  the  right  and  duty  of  sub- 
mission. 

On  this  record  that  I  have  produced  before 
you,  I  repeat  my  charge  that  Trumbull  did  fal- 
sify the  public  records  of  the  country,  in  order 
to  make  his  charge  against  me,  and  I  tell  Mr. 
Abraham  Lincoln  that  if  he  will  examine  these 
records,  he  will  then  know  what  I  state  is  true; 
Mr.  Lincoln  has  this  day  indorsed  Mr.  Trum- 
bull's veracity  after  he  had  my  word  for  it  that 
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that  veracity  was  proved  to  be  violated  and  for- 
feited by  the  public  records.  It  will  not  do  for 
Mr.  Lincoln,  in  parading  his  calumnies  against 
me,  to  put  Mr.  Trumbull  between  him  and  the 
odium  and  responsibility  which  justly  attach  to 
such  calumnies.  I  tell  him  that  I  am  as  ready 
to  prosecute  the  indorser  as  the  maker  of  a 
forged  note.  I  regret  the  necessity  of  occupy- 
ing my  time  with  these  petty  personal  matters. 
It  is  unbecoming  the  dignity  of  a  canvass  for  an 
office  of  the  character  for  which  we  are  candi- 
dates. When  I  commenced  the  canvass  at  Chi- 
cago, I  spoke  of  Mr.  Lincoln  in  terms  of  kind- 
ness, as  an  old  friend;  I  said  that  he  was  a  good 
citizen,  of  unblemished  character,  against  whom 
I  had  nothing  to  say.  I  repeated  these  compli- 
mentary remarks  about  him  in  my  successive 
speeches,  until  he  became  the  indorser  for  these 
and  other  slanders  against  me.  If  there  is  any- 
thing personally  disagreeable,  uncourteous,  or 
disreputable  in  these  personalities,  the  sole  re- 
sponsibility rests  on  Mr.  Lincoln,  Mr.  Trum- 
bull, and  their  backers. 

I  will  show  you  another  charge  made  by  Mr. 
Lincoln  against  me,  as  an  offset  to  his  determi- 
nation of  willingness  to  take  back  anything  that 
is  incorrect,  and  to  correct  any  false  statement 
he  may  have  made.  He  has  several  times 
charged    that   the    Supreme    Court,    President 
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Pierce,  President  Buchanan,  and  myself,  at  the 
time  I  introduced  the  Nebraska  bill,  in  Janu- 
ary, 1854,  at  Washington,  entered  into  a  con- 
spiracy to  establish  slavery  all  over  this  coun- 
try. I  branded  this  charge  as  a  falsehood,  and 
then  he  repeated  it,  asked  me  to  analyze  its 
truth,  and  answer  it.  I  told  him,  "Mr.  Lin- 
coln, I  know  what  you  are  after;  you  want  to 
occupy  my  time  in  personal  matters,  to  prevent 
me  from  showing  up  the  revolutionary  princi- 
ples which  the  Abolition  party — whose  candi- 
date you  are — have  proclaimed  to  the  world. '^ 
But  he  asked  me  to  analyze  his  proof,  and  I  did 
so.  I  called  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  at  the 
time  the  Nebraska  bill  was  introduced,  there 
was  no  such  case  as  the  Dred  Scott  case  pending 
in  the  Supreme  Court,  nor  was  it  brought  there 
for  years  afterward,  and  hence  that  it  was  im- 
possible there  could  have  been  any  such  con- 
spiracy between  the.  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court 
and  the  other  parties  involved.  T  proved  by 
the  record  that  the  charge  was  false,  and  what 
did  he  answer?  Did  he  take  it  back  like  an 
honest  man  and  say  he  had  been  mistaken?  No; 
he  repeated  the  charge,  and  said,  that  althougH 
there  was  no  such  case  pending  that  year,  there 
w^as  an  understanding  between  the  Democratic 
owners  of  Dred  Scott  and  the  judges  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  and  other  parties  involved,  that 
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the  case  should  be  brought  up.  I  then  demand- 
ed to  know  who  those  Democratic  owners  of 
Dred  Scott  were.  He  could  not  or  would  not 
tell ;  he  did  not  know.  In  truth,  there  were  no 
Democratic  owners  of  Dred  Scott  on  the  face 
of  the  land.  Dred  Scott  was  owned  at  that  time 
by  the  Rev.  Dr.  Chaffee,  an  Abolition  member 
of  Congress  from  Springfield,  Massachusetts, 
and  his  wife;  and  Mr.  Lincoln  ought  to  have 
known  that  Dred  Scott  was  so  owned,  for  the 
reason  that  as  soon  as  the  decision  was  an- 
nounced by  the  court.  Dr.  Chaffee  and  his  wife 
executed  a  deed  emancipating  him,  and  put  that 
deed  on  record. 

It  was  a  matter  of  public  record,  therefore, 
that  at  the  time  the  case  was  taken  to  the  Su- 
preme Court,  Dred  Scott  was  owned  by  an 
Abolition  member  of  Congress,  a  friend  of  Lin- 
coln's, and  a  leading  man  of  his  party,  while 
the  defense  was  conducted  by  Abolition  law- 
yers; and  thus  the  Abolitionists  managed  both 
sides  of  the  case.  I  have  exposed  these  facts 
to  Mr.  Lincoln,  and  yet  he  will  not  withdraw 
his  charge  of  conspiracy.  I  now  submit  to  you 
whether  you  can  place  any  confidence  in  a  man 
who  continues  to  make  a  charge  when  its  utter 
falsity  is  proven  by  the  public  records.  I  will 
state  another  fact  to  show  how  utterly  reckless 
and  unscrupulous  this  charge  against  the  Su- 
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preme  Court,  President  Pierce,  President  Bu- 
chanan, and  myself  is.  Lincoln  says  that  Presi- 
dent Buchanan  was  in  the  conspiracy  at  Wash- 
ington in  the  winter  of  1854,  when  the  Nebraska 
bill  was  introduced.  The  history  of  this  coun- 
try shows  that  James  Buchanan  was  at  that  time 
representing  this  country  at  the  Court  of  St. 
James,  Great  Britain,  with  distinguished  ability 
and  usefulness,  that  he  had  not  been  in  the  Uni- 
ted States  for  nearly  a  year  previous,  and  that 
he  did  not  return  until  about  three  years  after. 
Yet  Mr.  Lincoln  keeps  repeating  this  charge 
of  conspiracy  against  Mr.  Buchanan  when  the 
public  records  prove  it  to  be  untrue.  Having 
proved  it  to  be  false  as  far  as  the  Supreme  Court 
and  President  Buchanan  are  concerned,  I  drop 
it,  leaving  the  public  to  say  whether  I,  by  my- 
self, without  their  concurrence,  could  have  gone 
into  a  conspiracy  with  them.  My  friends,  you 
see  that  the  object  clearly  is  to  conduct  the  can- 
vass on  personal  matters,  and  hunt  me  down 
with  charges  that  are  proven  to  be  false  by  the 
public  records  of  the  country.  I  am  willing  to 
throw  open  my  whole  public  and  private  life 
to  the  inspection  of  any  man,  or  all  men  who 
desire  to  investigate  it.  Having  resided  among 
you  twenty-five  years,  during  nearly  the  whole 
of  which  time  a  public  man,  exposed  to  more 
assaults,  perhaps  more  abuse,  than  any  man  liv- 
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ing  of  my  age,  or  who  ever  did  live,  and  having 
survived  it  all  and  still  commanded  your  con- 
fidence, I  am  willing  to  trust  to  your  knowledge 
of  me  and  my  public  conduct  without  making 
any  more  defense  against  these  assaults. 

Fellow-citizens,  I  came  here  for  the  purpose 
of  discussing  the  leading  political  topics  which 
now  agitate  the  country.  I  have  no  charges  to 
make  against  Mr.  Lincoln,  none  against  Mr. 
Trumbull,  and  none  against  any  man  who  is  a 
candidate,  except  in  repelling  their  assaults 
upon  me.  If  Mr.  Lincoln  is  a  man  of  bad  char- 
acter, I  leave  you  to  find  it  out;  if  his  votes  in 
the  past  are  not  satisfactory,  I  leave  others  to 
ascertain  the  fact;  if  his  course  on  the  Mexican 
war  was  not  in  accordance  with  your  notions 
of  patriotism  and  fidelity  to  our  own  country 
as  against  a  public  enemy,  I  leave  you  to  ascer- 
tain the  fact.  I  have  no  assaults  to  make  upon 
him,  except  to  trace  his  course  on  the  questions 
that  now  divide  the  country  and  engross  so  much 
of  the  people's  attention. 

You  know  that  prior  to  1854  this  country  was 
divided  into  two  great  political  parties,  one  the 
Whig,  the  other  the  Democratic.  I,  as  a  Dem- 
ocrat for  twenty  years  prior  to  that  time,  had 
been  in  public  discussions  in  this  State  as  an 
advocate  of  Democratic  principles,  and  I  can 
appeal  with  confidence  to  every  old-line  Whig 
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within  the  hearing  of  my  voice  to  bear  testi- 
mony that  during  all  that  period  I  fought  you 
Whigs  like  a  man  on  every  question  that  sepa- 
rated the  two  parties.  I  had  the  highest  re- 
spect for  Henry  Clay  as  a  gallant  party-leader, 
as  an  eminent  statesman,  and  as  one  of  the  bright 
ornaments  of  this  country;  but  I  cosncientiously 
believed  that  the  Democratic  party  was  right  on 
the  questions  which  separated  the  Democrats 
from  the  Whigs.  The  man  does  not  live  who 
can  say  that  I  ever  personally  assailed  Henry 
Clay  or  Daniel  Webster,  or  any  one  of  the  lead- 
ers of  that  great  party,  whilst  I  combated  with 
all  my  energy  the  measures  they  advocated. 
What  did  we  differ  about  in  those  days?  Did 
Whigs  and  Democrats  differ  about  this  slavery 
question?  On  the  contrary,  did  we  not,  in  1850, 
unite  to  a  man  in  favor  of  that  system  of  com- 
promise measures  which  Mr.  Clay  introduced, 
Webster  defended,  Cass  supported,  and  Fill- 
more approved  and  made  the  law  of  the  land 
by  his  signature?  While  we  agreed  on  these 
compromise  measures,  we  differed  about  a  bank, 
the  tariff,  distribution,  the  specie  circular,  the 
subtreasury,  and  other  questions  of  that  descrip- 
tion. Now,  let  me  ask  you,  which  one  of  those 
questions  on  which  Whigs  and  Democrats  then 
differed  now  remains  to  divide  the  two  great 
parties?     Every  one  of  those  questions  which 
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divided  Whigs  and  Democrats  has  passed  away; 
the  country  has  outgrown  them;  they  have 
passed  into  history.  Hence  it  is  immaterial 
whether  you  were  right  or  I  was  right  on  the 
bank,  the  subtreasury,  and  other  questions,  be- 
cause they  no  longer  continue  living  issues. 
What,  then,  has  taken  the  place  of  those  ques- 
tions about  which  we  once  differed?  The  slav- 
ery question  has  now  become  the  leading  and 
controlling  issue;  that  question  on  which  you 
and  I  agreed,  on  which  the  Whigs  and  Demo- 
crats united,  has  now  become  the  leading  issue 
between  the  National  Democracy  on  the  one 
side,  and  the  Republican  or  Abolition  party  on 
the  other. 

Just  recollect  for  a  moment  the  memorable 
contest  of  1850,  when  this  country  was  agitated 
from  its  center  to  its  circumference  by  the  slav- 
ery agitation.  All  eyes  in  this  nation  were  then 
turned  to  the  three  great  lights  that  survived 
the  days  of  the  Revolution.  They  looked  ta 
Clay,  then  in  retirement  at  Ashland,  and  to 
Webster  and  Cass  in  the  United  States  Senate. 
Clay  had  retired  to  Ashland,  having,  as  he  sup- 
posed, performed  his  mission  on  earth,  and  was 
preparing  himself  for  a  better  sphere  of  exist- 
ence in  another  world.  In  that  retirement  he 
heard  the  discordant,  harsh,  and  grating  sounds 
of  sectional  strife  and  disunion;  and  he  aroused 
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and  came  forth  and  resumed  his  seat  in  the  Sen- 
ate, that  great  theater  of  his  great  deeds.  From 
the  moment  that  Clay  arrived  among  us  he  be- 
came the  leader  of  all  the  Union  men,  whether 
Whigs  or  Democrats.  For  nine  months  we 
each  assembled,  each  day,  in  the  council-cham- 
ber. Clay  in  the  chair,  with  Cass  upon  his  right 
hand  and  Webster  upon  his  left,  and  the  Demo- 
crats and  Whigs  gathered  around,  forgetting 
differences,  and  only  animated  by  one  common 
patriotic  sentiment,  to  devise  means  and  meas- 
ures by  which  we  could  defeat  the  mad  and 
revolutionary  scheme  of  the  Northern  Aboli- 
tionists and  Southern  disunionists.  We  did  de- 
vise those  means.  Clay  brought  them  forward, 
Cass  advocated  them,  the  Union  Democrats  and 
Union  Whigs  voted  for  them,  Fillmore  signed 
them,  and  they  gave  peace  and  quiet  to  the 
country.  Those  compromise  measures  of  1850 
were  founded  upon  the  great  fundamental  prin- 
ciple that  the  people  of  each  State  and  each  Ter- 
ritory ought  to  be  left  free  to  form  and  regulate 
their  own  domestic  institutions  in  their  own 
way,  subject  only  to  the  Federal  Constitution. 
T  will  ask  every  old-line  Democrat  and  every 
old-line  Whig  within  the  hearing  of  my  voice, 
if  T  have  not  truly  stated  the  issues  as  they  then 
presented  themselves  to  the  country.  You  recol- 
lect that  the  Abolitionists  raised  a  howl  of  in- 
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dignation,  and  cried  for  vengeance  and  the  de- 
struction of  Democrats  and  Whigs  both  who 
supported  those  compromise  measures  of  1850. 
When  I  returned  home  to  Chicago,  I  found  the 
citizens  inflamed  and  infuriated  against  the 
authors  of  those  great  measures.  Being  the 
only  man  in  that  city  who  was  held  responsible 
for  affirmative  votes  on  all  those  measures,  I 
came  forward  and  addressed  the  assembled  in- 
habitants, defended  each  and  every  one  of  Clay's 
compromise  measures  as  they  passed  the  Senate 
and  the  House  and  were  approved  by  President 
Fillmore.  Previous  to  that  time,  the  city  coun- 
cil had  passed  resolutions  nullifying  the  act  of 
Congress,  and  instructing  the  police  to  with- 
hold all  assistance  from  its  execution;  but  the 
people  of  Chicago  listened  to  my  defense,  and 
like  candid,  frank,  conscientious  men,  when  they 
became  convinced  that  they  had  done  an  injus- 
tice to  Clay,  Webster,  Cass,  and  all  of  us  who 
had  supported  those  measures,  they  repealed 
their  nullifying  resolutions  and  declared  that 
the  laws  should  be  executed  and  the  supremacy 
of  the  Constitution  maintained.  Let  it  always 
be  recorded  in  history,  to  the  immortal  honor 
of  the  people  of  Chicago,  that  they  returned  to 
their  duty  when  they  found  that  they  were 
wrong,  and  did  justice  to  those  whom  they  had 
blamed  and  abused  unjustly.     When  the  legis- 
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lature  of  this  State  assembled  that  year,  they 
proceeded  to  pass  resolutions  approving  the 
compromise  measures  of  1850.  When  the 
Whig  party  assembled  in  1852  at  Baltimore  in 
national  convention  for  the  last  time,  to  nomi- 
nate Scott  for  the  presidency,  they  adopted  as 
a  part  of  their  platform  the  compromise  meas- 
ures of  1850  as  the  cardinal  plank  upon  which 
every  Whig  would  stand  and  by  which  he  would 
regulate  his  future  conduct.  When  the  Demo- 
cratic party  assembled  at  the  same  place,  one 
month  after,  to  nominate  General  Pierce,  we 
adopted  the  same  platform  so  far  as  those  com- 
promise measures  were  concerned,  agreeing  that 
we  would  stand  by  those  glorious  measures  as  a 
cardinal  article  in  the  Democratic  faith.  Thus 
you  see  that  in  1852  all  the  Old  Whigs  and  all 
the  old  Democrats  stood  on  a  common  plank 
so  far  as  this  slavery  question  was  concerned, 
differing  on  other  questions. 

Now,  let  me  ask,  how  is  it  that  since  that  time 
so  many  of  you  Whigs  have  wandered  from  the 
true  path  marked  out  by  Clay  and  carried  out 
broad  and  wide  by  the  great  Webster?  How 
is  it  that  so  many  old-line  Democrats  have  aban- 
doned the  old  faith  of  their  party,  and  joined 
with  Abolitionism  and  Free-soilism  to  overturn 
the  platform  of  the  old  Democrats,  and  the  plat- 
form of  the  Old  Whigs?    You  cannot  deny  that 
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since  1854  there  has  been  a  great  revolution  on 
this  one  question.  How  has  it  been  brought 
about?  I  answer  that  no  sooner  was  the  sod 
grown  green  over  the  grave  of  the  immortal 
Clay,  no  sooner  was  the  rose  planted  on  the  tomb 
of  the  god-lii^e  Webster,  than  many  of  the  lead- 
ers of  the  Whig  party,  such  as  Seward,  of  New 
York,  and  his  followers,  led  off  and  attempted 
to  Abolitionize  the  Whig  party,  and  transfer 
all  your  Old  Whigs,  bound  hand  and  foot,  into 
the  Abolition  camp.  Seizing  hold  of  the  tem- 
porary excitement  produced  in  this  country  by 
the  introduction  of  the  Nebraska  bill,  the  disap- 
pointed politicians  in  the  Democratic  party 
united  with  the  disappointed  politicians  in  the 
Whig  party,  and  endeavored  to  form  a  new 
party  composed  of  all  the  Abolitionists,  of  Abo- 
litionized  Democrats  and  Abolitionized  Whigs, 
banded  together  in  an  Abolition  platform. 

And  who  led  that  crusade  against  national 
principles  in  this  State?  I  answer,  Abraham 
Lincoln  on  behalf  of  the  Whigs,  and  Lyman 
Trumbull  on  behalf  of  the  Democrats,  formed 
a  scheme  by  which  they  would  Abolitionize  the 
two  great  parties  in  this  State  on  condition  that 
Lincoln  should  be  sent  to  the  United  States  Sen- 
ate in  place  of  General  Shields,  and  that  Trum- 
bull should  go  to  Congress  from  the  Belleville 
district,  until  I  would  be  accommodating  enough 
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either  to  die  or  resign  for  his  benefit,  and  then 
he  was  to  go  to  the  Senate  in  my  place.  You 
all  remember  that  during  the  year  1854  these 
two  worthy  gentlemen,  Mr.  Lincoln  and  Mr. 
Trumbull,  one  an  old-line  Whig  and  the  other 
an  old-line  Democrat,  were  hunting  in  partner- 
ship to  elect  a  legislature  against  the  Demo- 
cratic party.  I  canvassed  the  State  that  year 
from  the  time  I  returned  home  until  the  elec- 
tion came  ofif,  and  spoke  in  every  county  that  I 
could  reach  during  that  period.  In  the  north- 
ern part  of  the  State  I  found  Lincoln's  ally,  in 
the  person  of  Fred  Douglass,  the  negro,  preach- 
ing Abolition  doctrines,  while  Lincoln  was  dis- 
cussing the  same  principles  down  here,  and 
Trumbull,  a  little  further  down,  was  advocating 
the  election  of  members  to  the  legislature  who 
would  act  in  concert  with  Lincoln's  and  Fred 
Douglass's  friends.  I  witnessed  an  effort  made 
at  Chicago  by  Lincoln's  then  associates,  and 
now  supporters,  to  put  Fred  Douglass,  the  negro, 
on  the  stand  at  a  Democratic  meeting,  to  reply 
to  the  illustrious  General  Cass  when  he  was 
addressing  the  people  there.  They  had  the 
same  negro  hunting  me  down,  and  they  now 
have  a  negro  traversing  the  northern  counties 
of  the  State,  and  speaking  in  behalf  of  Lincoln. 
Lincoln  knows  that  when  we  were  at  Freeport 
in   joint  discussion,   there  was   a  distinguished 
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colored  friend  of  his  there  then  who  was  on  the 
stump  for  him,  and  who  made  a  speech  there 
the  night  before  we  spoke,  and  another  the  night 
after,  a  short  distance  from  Freeport,  in  favor 
of  Lincoln ;  and  in  order  to  show  how  much  in- 
terest the  colored  brethren  felt  in  the  success 
of  their  brother  Abe,  I  have  with  me  here,  and 
would  read  it  if  it  would  not  occupy  too  much 
of  my  time,  a  speech  made  by  Fred  Douglass 
in  Poughkeepsie,  N.  Y.,  a  short  time  since,  to 
a  large  convention,  in  which  he  conjures  all  the 
friends  of  negro  equality  and  negro  citizenship 
to  rally  as  one  man  around  Abraham  Lincoln, 
the  perfect  embodiment  of  their  principles,  and 
by  all  means  to   defeat  Stephen  A.   Douglas. 
Thus  you  find  that  this  Republican  party  in  the 
northern  part  of  the  State  had  colored  gentle- 
men for  their  advocates  in   1854,  in  company 
with  Lincoln  and  Trumbull,  as  they  have  now. 
When,    in    October,    1854,    I    went    down    to 
Springfield  to  attend  the  State  fair,  I  found  the 
leaders  of  this  party  all  assembled  together  un- 
der the  title  of  an  anti-Nebraska  meeting.     It 
was  Black  Republican  up  north,  and  anti-Ne- 
braska at  Springfield.     I  found  Lovejoy,  a  high 
priest  of  Abolitionism,  and  Lincoln,  one  of  the 
leaders  who  was  towing  the  old-line  Whigs  into 
the    Abolition    camp,    and    Trumbull,    Sidney 
Breese,    and    Governor   Reynolds,   all   making 
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speeches  against  the  Democratic  party  and  my- 
self, at  the  same  place  and  in  the  same  cause. 

The  same  men  who  are  now  fighting  the  Dem- 
ocratic party  and  the  regular  Democratic  nomi- 
nees in  this  State  were  fighting  us  then.  They 
did  not  then  acknowledge  that  they  had  become 
Abolitionists,  and  many  of  them  deny  it  now. 
Breese,  Dougherty,  and  Reynolds  were  then 
fighting  the  Democracy  under  the  title  of  anti- 
Nebraska  men,  and  now  they  are  fighting  the 
Democracy  under  the  pretense  that  they  are 
simon-pure  Democrats,  saying  that  they  are 
authorized  to  have  every  officeholder  in  Illinois 
beheaded  who  prefers  the  election  of  Douglas 
to  that  of  Lincoln,  or  the  success  of  the  Demo- 
cratic ticket  in  preference  to  the  Abolition 
ticket  for  members  of  Congress,  State  officers, 
members  of  the  legislature,  or  any  office  in  the 
State.  They  canvassed  the  State  against  us  in 
1854,  as  they  are  doing  now,  owning  different 
names  and  different  principles  in  different  lo- 
calities, but  having  a  common  object  in  view, 
viz. :  the  defeat  of  all  men  holding  national  prin- 
ciples in  opposition  to  this  sectional  Abolition 
party.  They  carried  the  legislature  in  1854, 
and  when  it  assembled  in  Springfield  they  pro- 
ceeded to  elect  a  United  States  senator,  all  vot- 
ing for  Lincoln  with  one  or  two  exceptions, 
which  exceptions  prevented   them   from  quite 
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electing  him.  And  why  should  they  not  elect 
him?  Had  not  Trumbull  agreed  that  Lincoln 
should  have  Shields's  place?  Had  not  the  Abo- 
litionists agreed  to  it?  Was  it  not  the  solemn 
compact,  the  condition  on  which  Lincoln  agreed 
to  Abolitionize  the  Old  Whigs,  that  he  should 
be  senator?  Still,  Trumbull,  having  control  of 
a  few  Abolitionized  Democrats,  would  not  al- 
low them  all  to  vote  for  Lincoln  on  any  one 
ballot,  and  thus  kept  him  for  some  time  within 
one  or  two  votes  of  an  election,  until  he  worried 
out  Lincoln's  friends,  and  compelled  them  to 
drop  him  and  elect  Trumbull  in  violation  of  the 
bargain.  I  desire  to  read  you  a  piece  of  testi- 
mony in  confirmation  of  the  notoriously  public 
facts  which  I  have  stated  to  you.  Colonel 
James  H.  Matheny,  of  Springfield,  is,  and  for 
twenty  years  has  been,  the  confidential  personal 
and  political  friend  and  manager  of  Mr.  Lin- 
coln. Matheny  is  this  very  day  the  candidate 
of  the  Republican  or  Abolition  party  for  Con- 
gress against  the  gallant  Major  Thomas  L.  Har- 
ris, in  the  Springfield  district,  and  is  making 
speeches  for  Lincoln  and  against  me.  I  will 
read  you  the  testimony  of  Matheny  about  this 
bargain  between  Lincoln  and  Trumbull  when 
they  undertook  to  Abolitionize  Whigs  and 
Democrats  only  four  years  ago.  Matheny,  be- 
ing  mad    at   Trumbull    for    having   played    a 
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Yankee  trick  on  Lincoln,  exposed  the  bargain 
in  a  public  speech  two  years  ago,  and  I  will 
read  the  published  report  of  that  speech,  the 
correctness  of  which  Mr.  Lincoln  will  not  deny: 

The  Whigs,  Abolitionists,  Know-nothings,  and 
renegade  Democrats  made  a  solemn  compact  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  this  State  against  the  Democracy 
on  this  plan :  First,  that  they  would  all  combine  and 
elect  Mr.  Trumbull  to  Congress,  and  thereby  carry 
his  district  for  the  legislature,  in  order  to  throw  all 
tne  strength  that  could  be  obtained  into  that  body 
against  the  Democrats.  Second,  that  when  the  legis- 
lature should  meet,  the  officers  of  that  body,  such  as 
speaker,  clerks,  doorkeepers,  etc.,  would  be  given  to 
the  Abolitionists;  and,  third,  that  the  Whigs  were 
to  have  the  United  States  senator.  That,  according- 
ly, in  good  faith  Trumbull  was  elected  to  Congress, 
and  his  district  carried  for  the  legislature,  and  when 
it  convened  the  Abolitionists  got  all  the  officers  of  that 
body,  and  thus  far  the  "  bond  "  was  fairly  executed. 
The  Whigs,  on  their  part,  demanded  the  election  of 
Abraham  Lincoln  to  the  United  States  Senate,  that 
the  bond  might  be  fulfilled,  the  other  parties  to  the 
contract  having  already  secured  to  themselves  all  that 
was  called  for.  But,  in  the  most  perfidious  manner, 
they  refused  to  elect  Mr,  Lincoln;  and  the  mean,  low- 
lived, sneaking  Trumbull  succeeded,  by  pledging  all 
that  was  required  by  any  party,  in  thrusting  Lincoln 
aside  and  foisting  himself,  an  excrescence  from  the 
rotten  bowels  of  the   Democracy,   into  the  United 
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States  Senate;  and  thus  it  has  ever  been,  that  an  hon- 
est man  makes  a  bad  bargain  when  he  conspires  or 
contracts  with  rogues. 

Lincoln's  confidential  friend,  Matheny, 
thought  that  Lincoln  made  a  bad  bargain  when 
he  conspired  with  such  rogues  as  Trumbull  and 
the  Abolitionists.  I  would  like  to  know  wheth- 
er Lincoln  had  as  high  an  opinion  of  TrumbulTs 
veracity  when  the  latter  agreed  to  support  him 
for  the  Senate,  and  then  cheated  him,  as  he  has 
now,  when  Trumbull  comes  forward  and  makes 
charges  against  me.  You  could  not  then  prove 
Trumbull  an  honest  man  either  by  Lincoln,  by 
Matheny,  or  by  any  of  Lincoln's  friends.  They 
charged  everywhere  that  Trumbull  had  cheated 
them  out  of  the  bargain,  and  Lincoln  found, 
sure  enough,  that  it  was  a  bad  bargain  to  con- 
tract and  conspire  with  rogues. 

And  now  I  will  explain  to  you  what  has  been 
a  mystery  all  over  the  State  and  Union,  the  rea- 
son w^hy  Lincoln  was  nominated  for  the  United 
States  Senate  by  the  Black  Republican  conven- 
tion. 

You  know  it  has  never  been  usual  for  any 
party,  or  any  convention,  to  nominate  a  can- 
didate for  United  States  senator.  Probably 
this  was  the  first  time  that  such  a  thing  was  ever 
done.  The  Black  Republican  convention  had 
not  been  called  for  that  purpose,  but  to  nomi- 
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nate  a  State  ticket,  and  every  man  was  surprised 
and  many  disgusted  when  Lincoln  was  nomi- 
nated. Archie  Williams  thought  he  was  enti- 
tled to  it,  Browning  knew  that  he  deserved  it. 
Wentworth  was  certain  that  he  would  get  it, 
Peck  had  hopes,  Judd  felt  sure  that  he  was  the 
man,  and  Palmer  had  claims  and  had  made  ar- 
rangements to  secure  it;  but,  to  their  utter 
amazement,  Lincoln  was  nominated  by  the  con- 
vention, and  not  only  that,  but  he  received  the 
nomination  unanimously,  by  a  resolution  de- 
claring that  Abraham  Lincoln  was  "the  first, 
last,  and  only  choice"  of  the  Republican  party. 
How  did  this  occur?  Why,  because  they  could 
not  get  Lincoln's  friends  to  make  another  bar- 
gain with  "rogues,"  unless  the  whole  party 
would  come  up  as  one  man  and  pledge  their 
honor  that  they  would  stand  by  Lincoln  first, 
last,  and  all  the  time,  and  that  he  should  not  be 
cheated  by  Lovejoy  this  time,  as  he  was  by  Trum- 
bull before. 

Thus,  by  passing  this  resolution,  the  Abo- 
litionists are  all  for  him,  Lovejoy  and  Farns- 
worth  are  canvassing  for  him,  Giddings  is 
ready  to  come  here  in  his  behalf,  and  the  negro 
speakers  are  already  on  the  stump  for  him,  and 
he  is  sure  not  to  be  cheated  this  time.  He 
would  not  go  into  the  arrangement  until  he  got 
their  bond  for  it,  and  Trumbull  is  compelled 


1858]  Reply   at   Charleston  175 

now  to  take  the  stump,  get  up  false  charges 
against  me,  and  travel  all  over  the  State  to  try 
to  elect  Lincoln,  in  order  to  keep  Lincoln's 
friends  quiet  about  the  bargain  in  which  Trum- 
bull cheated  them  four  years  ago.  You  see  now 
why  it  is  that  Lincoln  and  Trumbull  are  so 
mighty  fond  of  each  other.  They  have  entered 
into  a  conspiracy  to  break  me  down  by  these  as- 
saults on  my  public  character,  in  order  to  draw 
my  attention  from  a  fair  exposure  of  the  mode 
in  which  they  attempted  to  Abolitionize  the 
Old  Whig  and  the  old  Democratic  parties  and 
lead  them  captive  into  the  Abolition  camp. 

Do  you  not  all  remember  that  Lincoln  went 
around  here  four  years  ago  making  speeches  to 
you,  and  telling  that  you  should  all  go  for  the 
Abolition  ticket,  and  swearing  that  he  was  as 
good  a  Whig  as  he  ever  was;  and  that  Trumbull 
went  all  over  the  State  making  pledges  to  the  old 
Democrats,  and  trying  to  coax  them  into  the 
Abolition  camp,  swearing  by  his  Maker,  with 
the  uplifted  hand,  that  he  was  still  a  Democrat^ 
always  intended  to  be,  and  that  never  would  he 
desert  the  Democratic  party.  He  got  your  votes: 
to  elect  an  Abolition  legislature,  which  passed 
Abolition  resolutions,  attempted  to  pass  Aboli- 
tion laws,  and  sustained  Abolitionists  for  office,, 
State  and  national. 

Now,  the  same  game  Is  attempted  to  be  played 
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over  again.  Then  Lincoln  and  Trumbull  made 
captives  of  the  Old  Whigs  and  old  Democrats 
and  carried  them  into  the  Abolition  camp, 
where  Father  Giddings,  the  high  priest  of 
Abolitionism,  received  and  christened  them 
in  the  dark  cause  just  as  fast  as  they  were 
brought  in.  Giddings  found  the  converts  so 
numerous  that  he  had  to  have  assistance,  and 
he  sent  for  John  P.  Hale,  N.  P.  Banks,  Chase, 
and  other  Abolitionists,  and  they  came  on,  and 
with  Lovejoy  and  Fred  Douglass,  the  negro, 
helped  to  baptize  these  new  converts  as  Lin- 
coln, Trumbull,  Breese,  Reynolds,  and  Dough- 
erty could  capture  them  and  bring  them  within 
the  Abolition  clutch. 

Gentlemen,  they  are  now  around  making  the 
same  kind  of  speeches.  Trumbull  was  down 
in  Monroe  County  the  other  day  assailing  me, 
and  making  a  speech  in  favor  of  Lincoln,  and 
I  will  show  you  under  what  notice  his  meeting 
was  called.  You  see  these  people  are  Black 
Republicans  or  Abolitionists  up  north,  while  at 
Springfield  to-day  they  dare  not  call  their  con- 
vention "Republican,"  but  are  obliged  to  say  "a 
convention  of  all  men  opposed  to  the  Demo- 
cratic party,"  and  in  Monroe  County  and  lower 
Egypt  Trumbull  advertises  their  meetings  as 
follows : 
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